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Also, petition of Beal Byron Co., of New York, protesting
against any restrictions being placed on motor boats; to the
Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, petition of Nelson O. Tiffany, jr., of Buffalo, N. X., favor-
ing adequate preparedness ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. SHOUSE: Petition of citizens of Ford County, Kans.,
against passage of bills for Sunday closing of barber shops in
the Distriet of Columbia; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

Also, petition of eitizens of Larned, Kans., against passage of
House bill 8348 ; to the Conunittee on the District of Columbia.

Also, petition of citizens of Morton County, Kans., favoring
amending the pending joint committee bill on rural credits; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

Also, petition of citizens of Fort Dodge, Kans,, against passage
of bills to nmend postal laws ; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

By Mr. STEPHENS of California : Petition of Samuel M, New-
mark and 54 other citizens of Los Angeles, Cal.. protesting against
Burnett immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

Also, petition of Woman'’s Civic Club of Fortuna, Cal., fa-
voring appropriation of $300,000 for Yosemite National Park;
to the Committee on Appropriations.

Also, petitions of 8. M. Hughes and three other citizens of
l.os Angeles; J. Vaughan, San Pedro; and Charles . Town-
send, Laneaster, all in the State of California, favoring the
Warren bill; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, petitions of Home Investment Building & Loan Asso-
ciation and Metropolitan Loan Association, of Los Angeles, Cal.,
favoring relief from Federal emergency excise-tax act; to the
committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of Schiller Lodge, No. 34, Sons of Herman, and
l.ouis Karl and 23 other citizens of Los Angeles, Cal., favoring
embargo on munitions of war, and protesting against loans to
belligerent countries; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of Woman's Christian Temperance Union of
Beaumont, Cal., favoring prohibition in the District of Co-
Immbia ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

Also, letters from Chamber of Commerce of Los Angeles, Cal.,
protesting against the formation of a new land distriet to in-
clude Imperial County and the eastern portion of Riverside
County ; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

Also, petition of Pedic Society of San Francisco, Cal., fa-
voring Dbill to regulate the practice of pediatry or chiropody
in the District of Columbia; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia. '

Also, petition of Bakers' Union No. 25, of I'asadena, Cal.,
favoring House bill 137, investigation into sanitary conditions
surrounding the marketing of dairy products; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

By Mr. THOMAS: Petition of Prof. Willlam C. Farrar,
Bethel College, Kentucky, against erecting power plant near
Washington Monument; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

By Mr. TIMBERLAKE : Petition of citizens of Fort Morgan,
Colo., favoring national prohibition; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Also, memorial of Northeastern Weld County (Colo.) Educa-
tional Association, Esther L. Shanebo, Coleman, Colo., president,
ngainst national defense; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. TINKHAM: Petition of Union League Club of Chi-
eago, Ill., favoring preparedness; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

SENATE.
Trurspay, April 6, 1916.
(Legistative day of Thursday, March 30, 1916.)

The Senate reassembled at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expira-
tion of the recess.
NATIONAL DEFENSE,

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 12766) to increase the efficiency of
the Military Establishment of the United States.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. President, I am not going to ask
to have read the mass of telegrams I have received and which
I have before me begging the Senate to retain section 56 in the
bill. I am simply going to call attention to the fact that they
come from sources not interested in these encampments; but men
wlho are anxious to see a proper measure enacted that will
agsist in raising a volunteer force.

I have before me 356 telegrams coming from New York, Phila-
delphia, Boston, Baltimore, Portland, Oreg., New Jersey, Penn-
sylvania, Massachusetts, and other points than the cities I have
named in New Jersey, Pennsylvania, New York, Connecticut,
New Hampshire, Ohio, Montana, Virginia, Delaware, and Ver-
mont. Some of the telegrams are from officers of the National
Guard of these States. I have one particularly from a gentle-
man in Oregon who has been adjutant general of the State for
a great many years, who served with the Second Oregon Volun-
teers in the Philippines as a major and was afterwards judge
advocate general in the Philippines, and he favors section 56
very strongly.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President——

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I will yield in just a moment.

Mr. McCUMBER. I merely wish to ask the Senator a ques-

tion.

Mr. DU PONT. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will eall the roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an-
swered to their names:

Ashurst Gallinger McCnmber Sherman
Bankhead Harding Martin, Va. Simmons

eckham Hitcheock Martine. N. J. Smith, Ga.

rady Hollis Myers Smith, Md.
Brandegee Hughes Nelson Smoot -
Broussard Husting Norris Sterling
Burleigh Johnson, Me. 0'Gorman Stone
Catron Johnson, 8, Dak, Oliver Swanson
Chamberlain Jones Overman Taggart
Chilton Kenyon Page - Thomas
ClapE Kern Pittman Townsend
Clarke, Ark. Lane Pomerene Underwood
Culberson Lee, Md Robinson Warren
Cummins Lewis Baulsbury Weeks
Dillingham Lippitt Shafroth Williams
du Pont Lodge Sheppard Works

Mr. CHILTON. My colleague [Mr. Gorr] is absent on ac-
count of illness. I will let this announcement stand for the day.

I wish also to announce the necessary absence of ‘he Senator
from Florida [Mr., FLETCHER].

Mr. LEWIS. I beg to announce the absence of the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. TirLmax]. He has been called to his
State on pressing business.

Mr. KERN. I wish to announce the unavoidable absence of
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. Saaare] on account of illness.
This announcement may stand for the day.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Sixty-four Senators have an-
swered to the roll call. There is a quorum present,

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. President, I started to make a
brief statement awhile ago and was interrupted by the sugges-
tion of the absence of a quornm, and I will make it now.

Since the Senate adjourned yesterday afternoon I have re-
ceived about 360 telegrams, including some that have just come
to me since I started my former statement. The telegrams are
from citizens of New York, Philadelphia, Boston, Baltimore,
Portland, Oreg., and also from different cities in New Jersey,
Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, New York, Connecticut, New
Hampshire, Ohio, Montana, Virginia, Delaware, and Vermont,
protesting against the elimination of section 56 from the bill.
I desire to say that these telegrams come from persons who
attended the Plattsburg and similar training camps, and many
officers of the State militia—of the National Guard, I should
probably say—veterans of the Spanish-American War, and
others.

One of the strongest protests against the elimination of this
section is from Judge Gansenbein, of Portland, Oreg., which
reached me this morning, calling attention to the fact that he
had seen the statement in the early morning papers, the mid-
night edition of the papers, about what was done here. Judge
Gantenbein is one of the circuit judges of my city. For a num-
ber of years he was adjutant general of the State. He was
an officer in the Second Oregon Volunteer Regiment in the
Philippines, and served during the occupation as judge advo-
cate, and has had very broad experience. He protests most
strenuously against the elimination of section 56.

I have also a characteristic telegram, which I will read, from
a guardsman, dated at Baltimore, this morning. He says:

As a member of the first tminlng regiment, Plattsburg, 1915, and
also as first jieutenant, Maryland National Guard, emphatically urge
the passage of section 56 of Senate military bill.

J. CRAIG MCLANAHAN.

Another is from New Jersey, which says:

As a militiaman of 25 years' enlisted and commissioned service I em-
ghatlcally protest against attempt to defeat Federal reserve plan em-
odied section 56 Senate bill and urge passage of this section; also
against amendment attaching militia officers to General Staff to con-
trol militia affairs, this belng opposed to sound development and future
effectiveness of militia.

ArTHUR H, MACKIE,
Major, First New Jersey Infantry.

AUTHENTICATED
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I eall attention to these telegrams. I will not ask to have
themr read into the Recorp, but I desire to have a record made
of the fact that I have received these telegrams, all protesting
against the elimination of section 56.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The telegrams will be received
ond lie on the table,

Mr. O'GORMAN. Mr. President, I ask to have printed in
the Recorp a letter and a number of telegrams received from
citizens of the State of New York and elsewhere protesting
against the elimination of section 56 in the pending bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
liears none.

The letter and telegrams referred to are as follows:

New Yorg Crry, April 3, 1916.
Hon. JAMES A, O'GORMAN,

Capitol, Washington, D. C.; -

Drar Sim: The eﬁment Congress is engaged upon consideration of
two questions whi vitall% affect the future of s country.

1. increase in the Standing Army, including reorganization of
the State militia.

2, The increase in our naval program, including inerease in the per-
sonnel of the Navy,

History unquestionably teaches us that the country which is not
repared to meet other countries u}wn at least an equal war taot:nﬁ
s doomed to recede from the position which it otherwise would h

in the community of nations, and by reason of its consequent inability
1o enforce respect for its rigi:ts and the privile; of its citizens by so
much forfeits the respect of the other nations of the world.

Our present Standing Army, from the standpoint of personnel and
equipment, is so ridiculously igadanuate as to make us a laughing stock
among the other nations of the world. By this I do not mean to impl
that man for mam our Army, the personnel of our Regular Army, will
not equal in efficiency that of any other nation of the world. But
that will not win battles against superior forces. As my Senator I
write fo emphasize upon you that as one of your constituents I am
1most emphat?lm'ny in favor of an increase in our Standing Army to at
least 250,000 men, providing at the same time for an adequate reserve.

I am also in favor of more thorough training of the State militia and
a coordination of the various units thereof, so as to subject it to cen-
iralized control. In connection I consider the Hay bill worse
than no vislon whatever for the necessities of our present case, and
I trust that you will do everything in your Power to defeat that hill
and to bring about the passage of a bill establishing our military policy
upon the broadest lines.

As to the Navy, our Navy is not only our first weapon of offense,
but, as the situation now stands, our first and only effective weapon
of defense. The coast line which the United States wonid have to
protect in the event of hostilities is many times greater than that of
any other country with which we £ come into conflict and our
Navy considerably smaller than that of any such country. We have
n considerably more effective machine in our Navy to-day than we have
in our Army, but owing to the unfortunate Lﬁ of nfresent ad-
ministration this effectiveness is Potential ra than actual.

I am emphatically In favor o bri:gl:;s our Navy to 100 per cent
effectiveness: and for increasing the » of the Navy pmtgnrtionntely
to the extent of our line and its requirements in the event of
hostilities, This means an energetic wution of a naval program
substantially as recommended by the General Board of the Navy.

Many good citizens are fearful lest the present Congress will attem%:
to foist upon the Nation a bill with regard to the Navy similar in i
effect to the Hay bill.

I trust that you will do everything in your power to opl]:ose such
destructive legislation and to effect adequate constructive legislation
in this respect.

Very truly, yours, Avrrep ELY,

New York, April 6, 1916.
Semator JauMEs A. O'Gorarax,
Washington, D O.:
Earnestly urge you to make evmz:aegort to prevent defeat of section
56, Senate military bill; we need ing camps.
GUSTAY BCWAW.

New Yorx, April 5, 1016.
Senator JAMES A, O'GorMAX,
Washington, D. C.:
The Volunteer Army movement must not be jeopardized by politics.
¥ went to Plattsburg, finished the march in the ambulance, and have
goiten many men to go this year, They most decidedly would not join

thie Guard.
Coxnan G. GoDpARD,
¥ Roslyn, Long Island, N. Y.

NEW Yorg, April 5, 1916,
Senator Jaumes A. O'GORMAXN
The Capitol, ﬁ'aakﬁwtu\, Do s
1 respectfully urge u you the necessity of approving section 56
in the ate bill on ltar,i organization now under consideration. I
feel very strongly abeut th
J. A, BIPLEY.

NEw Yorg, April 5, 1916,
HMon. Jauus O'GonrMAx,
Washington, D, 0.2

We, the undersigned citizens of the United States, protest a st
attempt to defeat Federal reserve in section 56 of Senate b and
emplmtlr:all§ urge passage of this section,

. B. Marshall, Halsey French, Willlam AMeadowcroft, Alex-
ander 8. Farmer, Alfred W. Arenader, Alfred A. Scheuer,
Geo, A. Griffin, Wm. Lamson, Wm. J. Coakley, Geo. J,
Bourke, Thomas (. Norton, Xrthur 8. Tuttle, Vornon
8 Moon, Arthar H. P Aswald W, Hill, Kenneth
Allen, John E. Hill, Wm. I. Foster, F. X. A. Purcell,
A. G. Thomas, H. M. Foster,

New Yorx, April 5, 1918,
Senator O°GoRMAN, YT
Washington, D. O.:
Vote against. Lee amendment; section 56 must be retained.
ALEXANDER GORDON,
Broadway, New York.

New Yomrk, April 5, 1916.
Hon. Jamus A. O'GorMaxw,

United States Senate, Washington, D, C.:

Request yon vote against Lee amendment striking out section B5O.
THRODORE T. LANE.

New Yorw, April 5, 1916.

Benator JAMES A. O'GORMAN,
Washington, D. C.:

As a member of the first Platts training regi L ¥ |
ieally protest against the attempt to eat the Federal reserve plan
embodied in section 56 of the Henate bill, and urge upon you the pas-
sage of this section which practieally contemplates a nntﬁmﬂ system
of IMattsburg camps.
JosErH J. Frax

NE,
New York City.
New York, 4pril 5, 1916.

hnk

—

Senator O'GorMax,
The Capitol, Washingten, D. C.:

Emphatieally indorse gection 56 of Senate military bill. The oppor-
tunity to serve Nation in a Iederal foree would make available not less
than hundred thousand men annually who can not or will not join any
State militia.

Deraxcry K. Jay.

New YORrE, April 5, 1916,

Senator JAMES A. O'GonMAN,
Washington, D. O.:
I urge emphatically adoption section 56, Senate Army bill, and pro-
test utinost Indignation atiempt defeat 1t. :
Hrunerr K. STOCKTOX,
27 William Ntreet.

New Youk, N, Y., April 5, 1916,
Hon. JaMES A. O'GorMAX,
Washington, D, C.: i
The Plattsburg Chamber of Commerce protests against the dropping
from the Army bill of section 56, p‘rovidlng for a Federal reserve. We
regard this section as based upon the fundamental duty of citizenship,
the duty of national defense, and as a step toward a broader recogni-
tion of this duty. :
W. T. Jaques,
President Plattsburg Chamber of Commerce.

New York, N. Y., April 5, 1916,
Senator O'GoRMAXN,
Washington, D. O.:
Emphatically urge passage section 56, Federal reserve bill.
Fraxx Dawsox,
New Yorg, April 3, 1916,
Hon, JAMES A. O'GORMAN,
Washington, D. O.:

I earnestly belleve that section 56 of Senate bill 4840 should be re-
tained, because I think that a Federal reserve 18 the most effective
means of defense and that voluntary g camps, such as were held
at Plattsburg last summer, should be permanently established by law.

W. R. BEicg,
24 Broad Street, New York City.
New YoOmk, April 5, 1910,

Hon. James 0'GonMAN,
Washington, D, O.:
I have followed closely the newspaper accounts of the course of the
military legislation in Cen .. I understand that there is
opposition to section 56 of Senate bill No. 45840. I earnestly hope that
you will use your efflorts to- overcome oppoesition. I
UMES,

A. L.
Plaza Hotel, New York City.

New Yomrk, N. Y., April 5, 1015,
Hon, James A, O'GORMAN, -
Washington, D O,

Referring to the national defense bill now pending before the Senate,
we heartily indorse the Regnlar Army inerease and the Federal reserve
plans as now embodied” in the Bill, In view of the inadequacy for na-
tional defense of any Regular Arm¥ which .the American pecple will
support, in view of the collapse of the State militia as a nativnal de-
fensive system in every crisis of our history, and in view of the
uselessness of untrained volunteers in modern war, we most emphatic-
ally protest against any weakenl;f of the Federal reserve provislons
unless there is provided the onl equate substitute, universal military
training under exclusive Federal control.

. . Sheridan, Albert Buttendorf, Fred F. Moore, Wm. W.
Kerr, Geo. Fuchs, Chas. R. dockey. Chester W. Allen,
W. J. Buhrendorf, J. L. Murph , David Kurtzw L. P
Wood, F. H. Robbins, Frederick F. Dibelins, Jos. 8.
Stull, jr., Allen E. Shannon, Clifford Zaver, Adam Il.
Brenzinger, . Re rwill, John W. Lan th, Torris
Eide, H. 0. Tafel, J. Howard Williams, exander H,
Fox, W. J. Cormack.

New Yorg, April §, 1916,
Hon. JaMEs A. 0'GORMAN,
Senate Chamber, Washington, D. O.:

1 hope you will use your influence to secure approval of section 56 in
Senante bilk regnrdlngr training cnm{)s.. I am satisfied from my ‘iu-r-
sonnl experience at nttsburg that these camps are o necessary ald in

national defense,
Fraxcis W. Aysman.
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NEwW YORK, April 5, 1916.
Hon., JAMES A, O'GORMAN,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.:

I protest against the nttemgt to defeat the Federal reserve plan em-
bodied in section 56 of Senate bill 4840, because my experience at Platts-
burg last summer convinces me that the plan is of the greatest value
as a measure of defense. The plan in no way conflicts with the inter-
ests of the National Guard, of which I am a member, and it gives an
opportunity for military training to men who can not beloni to the
National Guard. It also offers to members of the National Guard a
chance for a supplementary training under conditions approximatin
those of actual service. have scen something of both methods o
training, and I wish to say very earnestly that if there were any neces-
gity of choosing between the two the Federal reserve would be more effi-
cient and reliable.
Howarp H. Browy,
116 West Bixty-ninth Street, New York City.

New Yonk, April 4, 1916,
Hon James A. O0'Gorama

xl’
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.2 3
On behalf of Military Training Ca.mgs Assoclation of the United
State of 4,200 men from all sections who have attended Federal training
camps, and representing also not less than 30,000 citizens who will
- attend this year's camps, at a cost of $2,000,000 to themselves, we ear-
nestly protest against attempt to defeat section 56, SBenate military bill.
This section, without impairing National Guard, will make available
for service of Nation tens of thousands who under no circumstances can
be made available under a National Guard system.
MILITARY TRAINING CAMPS ASSOCIATION
ExecuTivE COMMITIEE.

New YORg, April 5, 1916.

Senator O'GORMAN,
The Capitol, Washington, D. C.:

As a member of first training regiment, I wish to protest against the
attempt to defeat the Federal reserve plan embodied in section 56 of
the Senate bill, and emphatically urge the passage of this section.

WILLIAM 8, BEAMAX, Jr.

. NEw York, April 5, 1916,
James A, 0'GorMAN, Es%..
Capitol, Washington, D, C.:
I protest against attempt to kill training-camps movement. Pass sec-
tion 56 of Senate bill and give us a chance to defend our lives and honor

jn case of war.,
Epmoxp PatTEsy GLOYVER.

New Yonk, April 5, 1916,
SBenator James A. O'GorMax :
Unitea States Senate, ‘W’nshmgmn, D, C.:

As a thorough believer in Federal training-camps movement, I sin-
cerely hope that the Federal reserve plan embodled in section 506 of
Senate bill will become law, and I desire to enter a vigorous protest
a%tht alleged attempt to defeat this provision. Any modification of
Chamberlain bill in direction of weak, deceptive, and wasteful Hay bill
would be national misfortune. If Con, appreciated the widespread
national determination for adequate military and naval preparedness and
favoring complete federalization of all mllltarzhforces and acceptance of
the recommendations of General Btaff, the Chamberlain bill would be
passed by overwhelming majority.

ARCHIBALD G. THACHER,

59 Wall Streel.

New York, April 5, 1916,
Hon., JameEs A. ('GORMAN,
Washington, D. C.:

I attended the Plattsburg business men’s camp last summer and am
a member of the New York National Guard. In my opinion, the plan
embodied in section 56 of Senate bill 4840 offers ever{ opportunity to
create a reserve of far greater efliciency and rellablility than a fed-
eralized militia National Guard. Opposition to this sectlon is utterly
unjustifiable, even on the assumption that a federalized militia will be
as reliable and as efficlent as a reserve created under on 56. 0
constitute a fedecalized Nationnal Guard the only reserve is to diserimi-
nate against men who are willing and anxious to serve in a reserve,
but who for business or other reasons are unable or unwilling to join
the National Guard. Furthermore, section 56 should be retained be-
cause 1t put the military training cn.m?e upon a permanent basis, and
thereby offers an opportunity for military training to men who are
unable or unwilling to join a reserve in time of peace, but who would
be the first to volunteer in case of war.

Harrisox TWEED

103 East Eighty-sizth Street, New York ’Cfm.
NEw Yorg, April 5, 1916,
Jaugs A, O'Gonmax, Washington:

I wish to urge that section 56 of Senate bill 4840 should be retained,
for the reason that a Federal reserve is the most effective and desirable
means of national defense, and for the further reason that voluntary
training camps such as were held at Plattsburg should be established
upon a permanent basis,

B. H. IxyxEss Brown.

New York, April 5, 1916,
Senator JAMES A. O'GORMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
I desire to protest most strongly against effort to defeat Federal
rescerve plan, section 56, military preparedness bill.
H, 8. DuELL,

_ NEw Yomrk, April 5, 1916.
Hon, JaMes A, O'Gonyax, Washington:

I"lease use your influence to secure adoption section 56 of Senate
military bill. This provision can not hurt National Guard and will

| of the pendin

create an adequate reserve at a minimum eost. Camps this year
throughout United States will be paid for by citizens attcndlnﬁ.
OME,

Joax R, Vax
New Yorg, April 5, 1916.
Hon. Jaumes O'GorMax

AN,
United States Senate, Washington, D. O.:

Having had opportunity of observing at first hand as present mem-
ber National Guard, State of New York, hopelessness of attempting
to obtain really efficient and dependable soldlery through drills held in
armories one night a week during winter, supplemented only by short
encampments in the field in sammer, and believing that attempt to
federalize militia will result in large expenditures public money with-
out adequate return, and will, in fact, result onlf in creating false
feeling of security, I yrge upon you vital necesslty of retaining in
Senate bill 4840 provisions of section 56, which leave way open for
creation of reserve of Federal volunteers and retention ‘of Federal
training camps.

; WixTunor W, ALbricim,
45 Eust Sixty-second Street, New York, N. Y.
. 2 New Yomk, April 5, 1996,
Hon., Jaues A, O'Gonmax,
The Capitel, Washington, D, C.:

As citizens who have had little, if any, military training, who believe
that the national safety demands that all citizens receive thorough
military training who are planning to attend the Plattsburg camps
this summer at comsiderable inconvenience and expense, we emphati-
cally protest against any weakening of the Federal reserve provisions
defense bill unless there is provided the only adeguate
substitute—universal military tra under exclusive Federal control.

Clarence F. Bell, Elda L. Kimmey, P. W. O'Grady, Allen E.
Shannon, Edgar F. Smith, Joseph 8. Stull, ir.. Arthur
R. Holbrook, Thomas H. Wiggin, Frederick F. Gris-
wold, Clinton I. Bogert, Jacob M. Gra{ Charles R.
Cockey, Edward W, Thode, C. Raymond fulsart.

NEwW York, N, Y., April 5, 1216,
Hon. JimEs O'GORMAN, iasri

Senate Chamber, Washington, D, C.:
I beg you to fight for retention section 56, Senate Am; bill,
Hexny H. Cunnax,
Republican Leeder, Board of Aldermen,
T NEw Youk, N. Y., April 5, 1916
Hon. James A, O'GorMax, o fa
Washington, D, O.:

I learn that the Scnate contemplates elimination from Army bill
provision for Federal reserve, This is the most important provision
of the bill, being in some measure a recognition of the obligation of
universal military service and the beginning of a real policy of pre-
paredness, I emphatically urge the retention of this section.

ARTHUR WM. BARBER,

NEw York, N, Y., April 5, 1916.
Hon., James A. O'GOoRMAN,

United States Scnate, Washington, D, C.:

We understand efforts being made to defeat g)ollcy looking toward
Federal training camps as outlined in section 06 in Senate bill now
under consideration. We emustl{’ protest against the attempt to de-
feat the Federal reserve plan embodied in this section and strongly
urge the passage of same.

Horace Bowken.
C, M., SHULTZ,

- . SCHENECTADY, N, Y., April &5, 1916.
Senator J.tnm A. O'GonaaN

The Capitol, Washingten, D. C.:
Save section 536, Army bill, and authorize Federal reserve plun.
L. E. WIMAN,
New York, April &, 1916,
Hon. James A, O'GORMAN
Washington :

In my opinion section 56 of Senate bill 4840 should be retained, be-
cause a Federal reserve is the best means of national defense and
because voluntary camps such as were held at I’Mlattsburg should be
officially recognized and permanently established.

Carn TavLoR,
2y Broad Street, New York City.
NEW YORK, N. Y., April 5, 1916.
Senator JAMES O'GORMAXN,
Washington, D. O.:

I earnestly grotcst against attempt to defeat Federal reserve plan in

section 56 of Senate bill and emphatically urge passage of this section.
PIRiE MACDONALD,

NEW YORK, April 3, 1916,

Senator O'GoRMAK,
Washington, D, O.:

I earnestly u:ge you to give your fullest support to Federal reserve
plan as embodied in section 56, Senate bili now under consideration,
and to work for its passage.

Respectfully, W. R. MAx,
121 East Thirty-cighih Street, New York.
= NEW YORK, April §, I516.
Hon. Jaumes A, O'GORMAN,
United Btates Senate, Washington, D, C.:

Trust you will use every effort to retain section 056, provlalmi for

Federal tralning camps. egard this as essential to sound national

system of defense,
TAMES D, WILLIAMS,
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New Yorgk, N. Y., April §, 1916.
Senator Jas. A, 0'GorMAN,

U. 8. Senate, Washington, D. 0.:

We the undersigned citizens of the United States protest a,
attempt to defeat the Federal reserve plan in section 56 of
bill, and em haticnlly ur%u the passage of thls section.

Jp 8. Ln.ngthom F. Pond, M. J. Ungrich,

offin I:l'anter. Rom W. Armstrong,

Jas. B bern Chas Goodman, Robt. J. Vanepps,
James G. Grlmes, Harry R. Bouton.

Scuexecrapy, N. Y., April 5, 1916,
Senator JAMES A. 0'GorMaN,

Washington, D, C,: ‘

Hope you will give your support to bills pendlng providing for com-
tlnunnce of Plﬂ.ttshurs and similar tra.!ni.ng sentiment of this
community stmnﬁly favors such legislation, Only ﬂ've attended Platts-
burg from here last year, as a result of their experlences more than
100 will go thils year.

st the
e Senate

EDWARDS,
President, Schmecmdy Rifle Club,

ITHACA, N. Y., April 5, 1916,
Senator O'GORMAN,
Washington, D, O.:

Request your support of measures for providing a Federal volunteer
orece,

R. C. CANDEE.
G. R. PHIPPS.
BrookLYN, N. Y., April 5, 1916.
Senator Jaumes O'GORMAN,
The Benate, Washington, D, O,
Respectfully and most earnestly our support for Federal reserve
measure in section 56 of the SBenate b!il e o
NO. AUER,

New Yorx, April 5, 1916,

Scnator Jas., A. O'GorMAN,

The Capitol, Washington, D. O.:

!E'.e most emphatically the passage of section 56 of the Senate mili-
tary bill providing for Federal reserve; protest earnestly against defeat
of this section.

L. QUIGLEY,

108 West Bizty-ninth Street, New York City.
New Yomrxk, April 5, 1916,
Benator Jaumes 0'GORMAN,
The Capitol, chngm, b1 Y 4
I understand that section 56, regarding training camps, of the Sen-
ate Army bili is in danger of belng defeated, the removal of this sec-
tion would devitalize the bill and the State will not sanction feeble
attempts at preparedn
H. L. MEIERHOF,

eS8,
" RocmesTEm, N. X., April 5, 1016,
Senator Jas. O'GORMAN

The Oapuol Wuhflgﬁm D, Q.

The Rochester national-defense contingent, more than 700 strong
and growing, vigorously ts attem to kill section 56 of the
Senate bill, permitting retary of tn conduct the Federal
We urge your best ei!orts support of the passage

N. R. POTTER,
Member of the Executive Commitiee.

traini cam
of thlggsectlopi:

New York, April 5, 1916.
Hon. JAMES A, O‘Gonunw,
Waskington, D. C.2
As one who went to Plattsburg last summer and who expects to go
again this year, and as a member of th eteran Corra of Artillery, I
urge you te do your uimost to secure ge of Federal reserve
plan embodied in section 56 of the Bena.te bill. . Browm.

NEw Yorkg, April 5, 1916,

Hon., James A. O'GORMAN, s
Washington, D, C.:
Chamberlain bill, Please o] Hay bill.
Plattsburg behind pposeJ Hy e

NEW YoRrg, April 5, 1916,

Senator JamMes A, O'GORMAXN,
Washington, D. C,.
Favor strongly bill authorizing the President or Secretary of War
orgn.nlz[n Federal voluntders in ce times and conducting training
5:;: Federal control. Un mm‘nd article 568 of Federal
plan blll now before Senate contemplates this phatically urge
passage of this sectlon and protest strongly any at éergp&;o ;léaltent same,
VERICH

RoBERT PETTIGREW,
M. M. McrPHY.
L. E. Horrox.

STaPLETON, N. Y., April &.
Senator James A, O'GonM

Senate Chamber, the Onpuol, Washington, D, O.:

As a member of the business men's tralning eamp, held at Platts-
burg last summer. I wish to emphatically urge the passage of on
5G of the Senate bill now under consideration, Federal
reserve plan, which I der a most important measure in the plan
for national defense.

R. C. WIGAND.

Mr, O'GORMAN. Mr. President, something was said yester-
day by certain of the Senators regarding an extremely offensive
propaganda organized by certain citizens who are especially

interested in the National Guard. I hold a letter in my hand
addressed to me and signed by H. 8. Sternberger, eolonel, on
the letterhead of the Headquarters Division, National Guard,
New York Municipal Building, New York City. I shall ask
to have this letter read.

It will be noted that it lacks the phraseology of the ordinary
communication from a citizen to a Senator or to any other public
official. It is more in the nature of a command to eliminate the
volunteer army provision from the pending bill. It is based
upon a positively selfish proposition, namely, that in the
opinion of the writer the adoption of that provision will be
prejudicial to the National Guard. He loses sight entirely of
the larger and the more patriotic aspect of the question as to
what is the best thing for the country in this grave crisis,

I ask that the letter may be read by the Secretary, including
the heading.

The VICE PRESIDENT.
hears none.

The Secretary read as follows:

HeapquarTERS DIVISION, NATIONAL GuUaRDp, NEW

Yon
New York City, 4 rﬂ A
From Chief of the Quartermaster rgs S 4 1348,
: Senator JAMES A, O'GORMAN, Was ington, D. C.
Subjnct National Guard legislation.

1. I desire to inform you that the Hay bill as passed s satisfactory
to the National Guard, and I urge particularly that sectlons 76 ani
77 of the House bill as Pnssed be incorporated in the Senate hill. I am
Ppposed to section 58 of the old C rlain bill, which authorizes the

resident to organize volunteers in time of peace; this, to my mind, is
dstrimentul to the National Guard.

2. I wish to call to your attenticn the fact that I shall use my
influence, not only with National Guardsmen but with all eitizens whom
I come In contact, toward polnting out to them that the so-called conti-
nental army scheme is impracticable and would have a bad result if
gassed. I urge upon you as Senafor from New York State, having about

8,000 National Guardsmen in active service at present, and about three
times that number who have served in the National Guard, to o pose
any contemplated measure that is detrimental to the interests of the

National Guard at large.
H. 8. STErxBERGER, Colonel.

Mr. O'GORMAN. I have not the homor of any personal
acquaintance with the writer of that letter, and I suspect he
does not know me, If he did, he might know that the tone of
his communication was not calculated to be persuasive with me.
I am not accustomed to accept dictation from any source, and
in a matter of this grave character I resent any attempt at
coercion from any person.

Now, Mr. President, with regard to one objection the writer
of that letter makes against the provision for the volunteer
army, let me make this observation. The head of the National
Guard in the State of New York is Maj. Gen. O'Ryan, a man
of fine character and unusual military ability. He is probably
the only officer eonnected with the National Guard in any State
in this country who has been invited to take the course in the

Is there objection? The Chair

| War College in this city, and he has completed it. In the opinion

of Regular Army officers he is a born soldier. I am sure that the
subordinate officer who wrote the offensive note to me was not
voicing the sentiment of the patriotic citizens of the State of
New York who are identified with the National Guard in that
State, and that this volunteer army provision will not impair
the efficiency of the National Guard is shown by a letter written
by ‘Gen. O'Ryan, which I shall read. Under date of January 17,
1916, Gen. O'Ryan stated :

The question is sometimes asked whether there is any econflict of
interest or of effort between the orml:aunnu of the National Guard
and the training ecamps for couege men. This question

nly be answered mphn m.lly 1n ﬂ:e nmuw but it may be
affirmatively stated with hasis that the tral regiments
have I;beeg1 dar b:lneﬂt tc;j the rNa.tiom.} {t}lmrlt}hul this Btate at least. A
very considerable number of men o ttshurg tralning regiment
ha\e oined organizations of the New York division, some as cominis-
officers and some as enll

Wholly asi:]e from the foregolns. t.here is a.nuthar aspect of the train-
ing eamps which should not lost sight of. There are in some locali-
tles men who desire military training, but who are so circumstanced
that they can not make av. le for the ﬂsmr%ose the amount of time
demanded by service in the Natlonal Gua ome of the men in this
class find it possible to devote 30 d {a for training during the summer
months, e 2 camps furnish the needed o gportunltg for men
in this class. These camps are, therefore, perform a service to the
gaﬁrt:ln in resgect to such men which it is not possible for the Natlonal

na

I have no besitation in urg ng upon officers of the National Guard
throughout the Statc their est cooperation in support of the cx-

cellent movement tetl b_v the training camps. In New York
Btate facilities have fwen provided in some of the armories for detach-
ments of men of the training camps who desire to continue the work
begun at Plattsburg.

Mr. President, the proposed volunteer army is a development
of the training system referred to in this letter of Gen. O’Ryan,
and I prefer to accept the opinion of this gentleman on this
question rather than the criticisms here and elsewhere of wmen
not so well qualified to speak on the subject.

Mr. OLIVER. Mr. President, I would regard it as being
extremely unfortunate if, as a result of this debate, a prejudice
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should be aroused throughout the country against the officers of
the National Guard in the different States. For the men who
have given their time and their services substantially without
compensation to the National Guard in my own State I could
not say anything but a gorod word. Many of those gentlemen
have expressed to me their opinion that section 56 would not
only be to the detriment of the National Guard, but, in their
opinion, would work ill instead of good to the country. In
expressing that opinion I believe that they are acting, as they
always have acted in military affairs, from motives of extreme
patriotism. After a eareful study of the subject, however, I am
constrained to disagree with them; but, notwithstanding that,
Mr. President, T know that they are honest in what they say and
that they believe every word that they tell me, I can not now
refrain from expressing my dissent from some of the expressions
that have been given out in the course of this debate reflecting
upon their motives in working for the elimination of this par-
ticular section.

I do not think they are right. I think, on the whole, that
gection 56 errs In not being strong enough; and if any amend-
?en;t should be offered tending to strengthen it, I would vote

or it.

I have received many telegrams favoring this section, and
some In opposition to it. I hope the section will be retained, and
I hope, but hardly expect, that it will be amended so as to make
it stronger than it is as reported by the committee,

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. President, if by occupying even a
brief time I would materially delay action upon the pending
bill and its amendments I would refrain from speaking, for I
realize that, so far as influencing the vote of Senators is con-
cerned, much of the discussion here is of no avail. My only
excuse for saying anything at this time is to give an oppor-
tunity to the many people who have written me on the subject
of preparedness, both for and against, to understand the rea-
sons which will compel me to vote for reasonably adequate
military protection to the United States. I am not a mili-
tary expert and have felt it the part of patriotic duty to
defer largely in matters of detail and efficiency to those prae-
tical military men whose high character, unquestioned ability,
and expert study and experience have made them authorities on
this subject. Unfortunately, these experts are mnot entirely
agreed upon all matters affecting the question, and in such
cases of disagreement I have tried consistently to weigh the
arguments pro and con in order to reach the best conclusion
possible.

It can not be reasonably denied by even the most optimistic
pacifist that the most unusual and disturbing conditions obtain
in the world and in the United States that have ever been
known in our history. From the alluring dreams of commer-
cialism, in which the specter of war never entered, the world
awoke to the horrid reality of “ grim-visaged war™ astride
the world. The change to our people was startling. The days
passed and 10,000,000 men were equipped with appliances of
war, the most appallingly destructive that the genius and in-
vention of man could devise-—engines the most deadly ever
known to the world; poisonous gases which make fatal the
very breath of life, flying machines dropping death from the
clouds, submarine dragoons which fill the seas with terror. As
these shocking facts became known the world gasped and civili-
zation stood still. But gradually the news of millions slain
and millions maimed for life became so common that local news
‘and markets again held the attention, at least of the American
people. Europe, drunk with human blood, became the reeling,
ready market for war supplies made in the United States.
During all this time, revolutions, one succeeding another with-
out intermission, were devastating Mexico, in which were
rightfully thousands of Americans and other foreigners, whose
lives and properties were sacrificed under direction of bandit
leaders. The relations of the United States with the European
belligerents and with Mexico have been strained almost to the
breaking point, and at no time has the situnation been more
critical than it is at present.

Great Britain has rewritten the international laws governing
the rights of mneutrals whenever her desire prompted, and
American commerce of practically all kinds has been treated
as contraband and American rights have been ignored. She
‘has made the United States one of her most eflective allies, and
is offended at the even mild protests of our Government. Ger-
many has violated the laws of warfare by sinking defenseless
ships carrying American citizens, who, under the law of nations,
had a legal, if mot a moral, righ: to be upon them. She is
offended at us because we have but weakly protested agninst
Great Britain's policy of making us a party to the latter's
wicked efforts to starve the women, children, and noncom- |

pared for a defensive war, we will never have one.

batants of Germany. Russia has no existing treaty with the

United States and still cherishes resentment at our attempt a
few years ago to meddle with her domestic affairs. Japan's
memory still rankles with our Nation's attitude in the immigra-
tion matter and listens with ill-concealed displeasure to insults
from Americans. She has not forgotten the school and land
episodes in California nor her frustrated attempts to aecquire
Magdalena Bay, and it is possible that she feels the United
States lessened the fruits of her victory in the late war with
Russia. European nations hold us responsible for losses sus-
tained by their nationals in Mexico and Mexico hates the
United States with an undying hatred.

The Congress has not been permitted to know the exact situa-
tion of our foreign relations, The President and his Secretary
of State probably do know. Some of the President’s special
envoys may know what Congress does not. But I shall not at
this time nor on this bill enter into any extended criticism of
fhe administration in its conduct of our foreign affairs. The
present duty is nonpartisan, and, while I hold radical views as
to the cause for much of our unpleasant national predicament, 1
recognize that it is a condition and not a theory that com-
frents us.

That our foreign affairs are critical, no thoughtful man can
doubt. The things which I have mentioned and others are
knewn. The President has issued a call for help. He has said
that imminent danger threatened and that our country was in-
sufficiently prepared to meet even the Mexican situation. He
has warned the people that sparks were flying all around and
that our country was in danger of a destructive conflagration.
He is the head of the Army and Navy, and as such he has called
upon Congress to give him an adeguate Army to meet the pres-
ent and prospective emergencies. It will respond now, as it
always has responded, to every emergency call of ‘the Com-
mander in Chief. Congress and the country desire that our
Republic shall be preserved against any reasonable possibility
of dishonor or destruction. It has a mission for humanity
which will require centuries fo complete and a Congress which,
through mistaken notions of economy or fear of personal politi-
cal death, would fail to provide in an adequate degree insurance
against national loss or destruction, would betray its trust, and
become an enemy of democracy.

I feel that it is a higher duty to protect the country against
the possibilities of foreign invasion than is the duty of a
banker to protect his deposits against burglars or his home
against fire. The banker is reasonably certain his bank will
never be entered by thieves, yet he makes assurance double
sure by installing a safe as mearly burglar proof as possible.
Not one house in a thousand burns up, and yet he insures his
home against fire. With the air full of sparks, as stated by
the President, and our Nation’s premises very inflammable,
ghall we not take out insurance?

Personally I have not worked myself into the hysteria of a
great war fright, and yet 1 believe that the possibilities of in-
ternational trouble were never so great as at present, Our
governimment's conduct of foreign affairs has eontributed to this
condition. Our wealth and resources invite it. The world never
saw so large a namber of war-trained and seasoned soldiers at
one time as are now under arms. War is now to them a profes-
sion. Its terrors have steeled their nerves and deadened their
sensibilities. The greatest nations of Europe are war mad,

Russia and Japan were supposed to have been bankrupted
by the recent war between them, and yet to-day, before the
old wounds are healed, we find them stronger and more mili-
tant than ever. England had hardly recovered from the Boer
‘War before she entered the present conflict. Our Revolutionary
War prepared the United States to enter the struggle of 1812,
Does anyone doubt that at the close of the Civil War those
four-year veterans would have enlisted in a war against a
foreign foe even more eagerly than they went to the front in
sixty-one, and that the North and South would have united?

But 1 believe that preparation is especially necessary now
that the President and the naval and military experts have
admitted and advertised to the world our unpreparedness to

cope with even weak and disrupted Mexico. We must defend

the priceless heritage of -demoeracy against reasonably pes-
sible invasion. But for the sake of peace we should show the
world that we are prepared to protect our own. Such prepa-
ration will be 2 good investment. If we are reasonably pre-
If we are
not so prepared, we may have one. It is because 1 love peace
and hate war that I want to render my cowutry immune to the
latter by preparatien. Does anyene doubt that the United
States would not have been subjeeted to many of the insults
and wrengs from Mexico and the Eurcopean belligerents if we

not said “ We are too pround to fight™; “ We have not a

cient Army and Navy ”; “ We will debate questions which
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throughout our history were by our Government thought un-
debatable " ?

The peace-loving, insult-resenting, just, and trained athletie
giant is never insulted, is never attacked.

Furthermore, Mr. President, I want the United States to be
in a position to lead in the world effort to make impossible an-
other such war as that now waging. If through preparation
we are practically immune to war we will have more influence
at the council table of the nations than we will have if it is
thought that fear and self-interest prompts our action. Better
to spend a billion dollars in a program of defense, even if when
it is completed our guns and armor are scrapped and our war
craft are left to rot and rust at their moorings, than to lead our
untrained youth to slaughter in an invited war and at a cost
of many billions of dollars.

And so, Mr. President, being satisfied that it is the duty of
this Congress to reorganize our Army and Navy with a view
to greatly increasing their efliciency, the question with me is
how and when to do it. As to how it shall be done, I have al-
ready stated that I am inclined to be governed largely in my vote
by men whose training and experience fit them to advise. The
time to begin is now. Indeed, we are already late in beginning.
The very first business of this Congress should have been this
work. Just as soon as the President saw the sparks flying, just
as soon as he discovered that he was wrong when he condemned
those men who said our country was without adequate defense,
he should have used his great demonstrated power over Congress
and urged its undivided attention to preparation. He should
have speeded up the Government navy yards and private con-
iractors who were working on ships authorized two and three
years ago. This work has not been hastened, and to-day we
have sixty-odd war craft that have been authorized and under
construetion for from one to three years. If an emergency need
for a larger and more eflicient Army and Navy exists, every
energy of the Government and its agents should be employed to
its limit of greatest efficiency. The administration has been so
deliberate about this matter that I have sometimes wondered if
the President really did see the dangers he so graphically de-
scribed on his trip through the Middle West; and yet I feel that
he is right now in urging speedy and adequate preparation.
Dangers do confront us, and time may be of the very essence
of our safety.

As to this particular bill, I think the able chairman of the
Committee on Military Affairs and his capable and experienced
assistants on the committee have given it much study in prepa-
ration, and it seems about the least that can in good reason be
done, I think that a greater increase in the Standing Army
should be provided for the first two years. At the end of that
period we may find that we do not need so large a further in-
crease as we now anticipate, and the faster we fill up the re-
serve force with men who have had service with thie colors the
more efficient will be our defense. It does not seem to me that
the addition of 16,000 men to our already concededly inadequate
Army provided in this measure is a sufficient increase for the
first vear. It is probable, however, that the recruiting officers
will have trouble in securing 16,000 enlistments in a year.
Young men are not going to break madly away from jobs pay-
ing from $15 to $30 a week to join the Army at $24 per month.
It also seems to me it would have been wise to have provided
for a little larger pay and more attractive inducements.

I favor the committee provision for regular reserves, I have
some doubts about its being of much immediate avail, for the
reason that young men may not enlist, but it is worth trying.
There are thousands of patriotic men in this country who are
willing to enlist in such a cause as this and under these pro-
visions, and I think it would be better to have men who are
closely connected with the colors ready at hand than to rely
entirely upon the National Guard.

I am especially pleased with the provisions relating to the
National Guard. That is a force already in existence. It is
composed of the best young men in the States. This bill wiil
give them an inspiration and a status which will increase their
usefulness, The constitutional objections which have been
urged against federalizing the State militia do not have as
much weight with me as perhaps they ought to have. I realize,
of course, that it is possible to conceive of a State that would
not follow the discipline and training preseribed and followed
by the Regular Army organization, but it is highly improbable
that it would do so. Under existing statutes Regular Army
officers are now drilling the State militia, If this bill becomes
a law, the National Guard will have greater responsibilities,
and it will, in my judgment, patriotically meet them. I have

no doubt about the patriotism of the American people should
our country be actually threatened with invasion by a foreign
nation, but they must be convinced of the real danger.

You

can not expect young men to give up their ambitions, their
profitable and attractive avocations of peace, and enlist in a
Regular Army when they are told on high authority that the
talk of a foreign war is jingoism, that we are sufficienily pre-
pared for any probable emergency, and that no reasorable
possible danger threatens, even though a little later that same
authority becomes panic-stricken and without specifications
states that war is possible, that our country is unprepared, and
danger is imminent. Personally I hold the opinion that we
should have an effective standing army of 200,000 men with
short term of service, but longer term of enlistment. We should
haye an efficient reserve of as many more men thoroughly
trained and ready at all times to be called to the colors. My
own notion is that if enlistments were made for four years with
regular service in time of peace of not more than two years on
full pay and then two years of service in the reserves with pay-
ment for period occupied in drill, both Regular Army and re-
serves could be recruited so as to remain at approximately full
strength. This, with the provisions of the bill for the National
Guard, would, in my judgment, prepare the country adequately
for any reasonably possible emergency, and would not offend
the popular objections to a large standing army and would
not unduly inerease the burden of taxes upon the people.

I am in hearty accord with the idea of military training in our
schools and colleges. Such training should be compulsory upon
every physically and mentally fit boy over 15 years of age,
whether he be the son of a millionaire or of a laboring man. I
favor this, not alone or largely for the possible needs of war,
but for the good of the boys, and therefore for the welfare of the
country. DMilitary discipline and subjection to authority are
necessary to the highest good of the citizens of a republic.
Such discipline is conducive to straighter, stronger, healthier
men, and subjection to properly constituted authority is one of
the first lessons which the citizen should learn. Neither wealth
nor station should exempt any fit man from service to his coun-
try if occasion requires it. With such training our present
standing army would be abundantly sufficient. If we were so
prepared, Mr. President, every nation—aye, all the nations com-
bined—would hesitate long before engaging in a war of con-
quest against the United States. It would answer the charge
of militarism, the complaint of political influence by the Army,
and relieve the people of the great burden of cost. The people
do not yet understand this plan, however, and popular senti-
ment seems to be against it, but in time it will be adopted. In
the meanwhile it becomes my duty to vote for the best thing
that is possible at this time, which is the pending amended bill.

I.wish I knew how much the greed of gain has had to do with
our present need of preparation. I wish I knew the real status
of our foreign relations. But I do not, nor can I know. Our
trouble with poverty-stricken, revolution-torn Mexico has dis-
closed our military weakness, and 20,000 volunteers have been
asked to enlist for the purpose of entering, if nced be, the sun-
struck, famine-infested deserts and barrens of the alleged Ite-
public to the south of us. The President as Commander in
Chief of our Army and Navy is erying danger and appealing for
help. I must under these circumstances, from what real knowl-
edge I have of the situation, believe that he has not so com-
pletely reversed himself on the question of our Nation's de-
fenses without sufficient cause, and I prefer to vote the people's
money to prevent future possible trouble, even though a knowl-
edge of the real facts might make it unnecessary, than by in-
action to make possible a greater loss from disastrous invasion
and the possible destruction of thousands of my countrymen.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, there is some good in section
56; and the good that is in section 56 is the basis found in the
plan or system of training camps, originating, I believe, at
Plattsburg, N. Y., last year.

I do not think anyone fails to appreciate the value of these
training ecamps, and if we could have had a plain provision in
this bill—and I believe I can point out a way in which we could
have one—for the development and encouragement of these
camps, placing the participants in the encampments under an
oath of enlistment for a term of years so that they would be
subject at any time to call, it would have been a very meri-
torious measure.

I was much interested in the letter read by the Senator from
New York [Mr. O'Goraan] this morning, which I think illu-
minates the background from whence the telegrams come thak
have come here this morning. That letter, signed by Gen.
John F. O’'Ryan, relates not to a nebulous proposition, which
some members of the committee themselves admit they do not
yvet understand, embodied in section 56, but it relates to the
encouragement of training camps; and I believe the sentiment
that is reflected here this morning in the telegrams comes from
those who believe in the training camps and ean not come from
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- = full understanding of the complexities of section 56, when the
members of the committee, when asked as to the purpese to be
effected by that section, are unable to state what that section
means.

Mr. President, I do not believe there can be any conflict
between the training camps, carried to the extent of enlistment
for a term of years of the men who participate in those train-
ing camps, and the National Guard. It is a little singular that
the other day we were treated here to the suggestion that the
National Guard was seeking to influence legislation, when this
morning we are treated to the spectacle of a deluge of telegrams
designed to affect legislation in the counteraspect and along the
counterlines.

If it were possible to take section 56 and convert it into a
plain section, plainly stating what was meant, so that there
could be no difference of opinion among the members of the
committee themselves as to what it meant, it would be a wise
step to take. Section 56 refers to and brings into it and makes
a part of it another law. You go to that law, and you find
that that law incorporates another law; and we have here the
spectacle of a provision proposed to be enacted which will re-
quire the consultation of three separate, independent statutes
to understand what the provision means.

Under this view of the case I am impelled, I think, to vote
against the provision. If the provision prevails, we will have it
for what it is worth. If it is defeated, I am satisfied that there
will be a measure offered in its place that will plainly point out
just what is intended, and effectuate, develop, and enlarge the
training-camp plan.

Mr. O'GORMAN. M. President, may I ask the Senator a
question? .

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Prrraan in the chair).
Does the Senator from Minnesota yield to the Senator from New
York?

Mr. CLAPP. With pleasure.

Mr. O’'GORMAN. The Senator seems to be favorable to the
idea that section 56 should be eliminated from the bill, I de-
sire to ask the Senator what provision would be made for a
reserve force if the National Guard provision should be held to
offend the Constitution of the United States? In that con-
tingency there will be, of course, no provision for a reserve.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, the National Guard provision
can not be held to offend the Constitution practically in this,
that when there is a call to arms the National Guard, consist-
ing, as it will, of units, will, in the main, as in the Spanish War,
be ready to enlist; and once enlisted into the Federal force, it
becomes subject tu the Federal law.

Mr. O’'GORMAN, The Senator admits, then, that, notwith-
standing this proposed legislation, so far cs it affects the Na-
tional Guard, in the event of war it will be entirely optional
with the members of the National Guard as to whether they will
leave their own States?

Mr. CLAPP. The Senator from Minnesota does not admit
that, by any means,

Mr. SMITH of Georgizc. Mr. President, is there any doubt
that the National Guard can be called into service by the Presi-
dent for the purpose of suppressing insurrection or repelling
invasion in any part of the United States?

Mr. CLAPP. None whatever. More than that, the Su-
preme Court has held that repelling invasion may consist of
counterinvasion, the President being the one to deftermine as
to the expediency of that; but, as putting it beyond any pale
of controversy, these men can be enlisted. The Senator from
New York does not understand me. I would have the camps.
I would have these men take an oath that for a given number
of years, whatever term might be fixed upon, they should be
subject to call to arms.

As illustrating the ambiguity, the uncertainty of section 56,
if war should come with section 56 in operation, we would have
an indefinite number, from our present standpoint, of men who
had received the training of these camps, and who would be dis-
persed throughout the country. On the other hand, we would
have our concrete National Guard units, companies, regiments,
brigades, and, I think in two States, dlv’islons. Now, the ques-
tion is, Which would be first called upon? °

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Steruinc] offered an
amendment plainly stating that under these circumstances the
National Guard should be first called. That that is the theory
of the chairman of the committee is evident from the fact that
the chairman of the committee insists that with section 56
enacted as it now reads, and in connection with these other
three laws that you would have to read to find out what sec-
tion 56 means, the National Guard would be first called upon.
‘Whatever doubt there may be as to the correctness of that
interpretation, it is an admission that the National Guard

should first be called upon, because there is no suggestion from
the chairman that the law which he claims makes that pro-
vision should be repealed.

With that admission, why should there be any”doubt about
it? Why not accept an amendment that will put it beyond any
question? And yet, when another member of the committee
was asked that question yesterday morning, he was unable
to answer the guestion. I think he might well make that ad-
mission, for I do not believe that the provision found in the
Dick bill, enacted at a time when this provision of section 56
was unthought of, would cover the men enlisted under sec-
tion 56.

I have always contended, since I have been in the Senate,
that a law should be plain. It is sometimes excusable that we
err in judgment; it is sometimes excusable that we are unable
to state plainly matters difficult of statement; but there is no
excuse for not stating plainly a matter which is susceptible
of plain statement, and I do not believe legisiation should be
enacted in this form.

I can justify voting against this section, because I am satisfied
that if section 56 is stricken out there will be substituted for it a
plain, praetical provision for earrying on and developing training
camps, and providing that those who participate in those train-
ing eamps shall be sworn into the service.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, will the Senator permit an
interruption?

Mr. CLAPP. With pleasure,

Mr, WARREN. I have listened with interest to what the
Senator says. He seems to doubt whether this section meets the
views of those who have been In, or wish to go into, eamps for
training. If the Senator will permit me, here is a telegram
from the executive committee of the Association of Training
Camps that I should like to have read; but of course the Sena-
tor

Mr. CLAPP. I have ne objection to its being read. I should
then want to ask the Senator a question.

Mr. SMITH of Georgin. I suppose every Senator has re-
ceived it, perhaps.

Mr. CLAPP. Yes.

Mr. WARREN. If so, they can say so; but it refers directly
to the questiond that the Senator now has under discussion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the Secre-
tary will read as requested.

Mr. WARREN. I will say that it is not a late telegram. The
date will be given by the Secretary. It is not one of those that
came to-day.

The Secretary read as follows:

New Yomrk, N. Y., April §, 1916,
Hon. Fraxcis B. WARREN

United States Senate, Washington, D. O.:

On behalf of Military Training Camps Association of the United
SBtates, consisting of 4,200 men from all seetions who have attended Fed-
eral training camga and representing also not less than 30,000 citizens
who will attend this year's camps at a cost of $2,000,000 to themselves,
we eameﬁtl‘y r%\:otest against attempt to defeat section 56, Senate mili-
tary bill. This section, without impairing National Guard, will make
available for service cf Nation tens of thousands who, under no cir-
cumstances can be made available under a National Guard system.

Mroirary TRAINING CAMPS ASSOCIATION
ExecuTive COMMITTEE.

Mr. CLAPP. Now, I should ljke to ask the Senator from
Wyoming whether he regards that telegram as decisive of an
inquiry which was made here the other day and remains unan-
swered, and that is as to whether there will be headquarters
established with all the paraphernalia necessary for the prompt
mobilization of troops corresponding to the units which might
be made up of the men who participate in these training encamp-
ments,

Mr. WARREN. I will answer the Senator. The fifty-sixth is
a short section and does not go into detail, but it refers specifi-
cally to the law now on the statute books passed within the last
two years providing for volunteer forces. Under that act, of
course; the units are the same, or relatively the same, as in the
Regular' Army. The Senator will keep it in mind in reading
section 56 that it leaves it with the President as to calling them
out. It leaves it also with the President as to how those units
shall be formed, as to some particulars, just exactly as the Hay
bill has done avd more or less the Chamberlain bill, so that
there may be additional transportation trains and other matters
that are only useful when the troops are expected to go imme-
diately into active service. In the meantime, it would only be
carried as far as to train the men in these camps up to the
point where, when trains for fransportation, and so forth, were
made up, they would have passed over all the elementary parts
and be ready to take hold of the larger matters, and wounld be
that much ahead of the volunteers who were not enlisted until
war was actually upon us and our men utterly without military
knowledge.
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Mr. CLAPP. In other words, the Senator has not thrown
any light on the question which I asked him, if he thought the
sender of that telegram had in mind——

Mr. WARREN. The sender of that telegram——

Mr., REED. DMr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Minne-
sota yleld, and to whom?

Mr. CLAPP. I am yielding now to the Senator from Wyo-
ming, as he is replying to my question.

Mr, WARREN, The telegram follows the——

Mr. CLAPP. I suggest that the Senator confine his interrup-
tion to an inquiry.

Mr. WARREN. I wish fo say that the executive committee
were here in person and discussed that matter with the com-
mittee, and they stated that section 56 would meet the views of
that association, and that under it they would enlist.

Mr. REED. I wish to ask the Senator from Wyoming a ques-
tion about the telegram.

M. CLAPP. I shall have to decline, under the rules of the
Senate.

Mr. REED. I am not going to make a speech. I want to
ask a question. I should like to ask the Senator from Minne-
sota to ask the Senator from Wyoming if he does not have
some reason to believe that the telegram which he read is one
of a lot of canned telegrams emanating from a common source
and in substantially the same phraseology?

Mr. CLAPI’. Mr. President, I would dislike to ask that
question, because I have taken the stand that we ought not to
deal with any of these telegrams from that attitude. I believe
in the right, and more than that, I believe it is the duty of our
citizens to freely communicate their views to the Members of
this body.

Mr. REED. So do I, Mr. President, and if the Senator will
pardon me——

Mr. CLAPP. I can not yield except for a questiop.

Mr. DU PONT. I wish to answer the Senator as to where
the headquarters of the corps are to be established. I under-
stand that it will be in the War Department.

Mr. CLAPP. Now, I have an answer. The headquarters of
this force will be in the War Department, It has been insisted
on this floor that there would be units organized and each one
would have its officers and they would have somewhere a
central place that they might call headquarters. On the other
hand, I have gone through the various laws that this proposed
law refers to, and I can find no authority for that suggestion,
and the question remains practically unanswered yet as to
what will be the locus of these various organizations which
may be trained into units, composed of the men who attend
these camps,

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Minne-
sota yield to the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr. CLAPP. For an inquiry.

Mr. LODGE. All those details are embodied in the act of
the Sixty-third Congress which provides for a volunteer force.
This revives it, The whole thing is there, and we do not want
to repeat it.

Mr. CLAPP. Then, if that is true, this requires a little
illumination. =

Mr. LODGE. I do not know who can illuminate it better
than the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. CLAPP. That act provides for details of men who are
called to arms and kept under arms in units all the time until
their term of service expires. I submit there is not a Senator
on this floor who would admit or suggest that this bill con-
templates the calling of these men to a loeality as men called
to arms and keeping them at that locality in the interim be-
tween these terms of eamp-training experience and activity.

Again, the other question remains unanswered, and now, as
throwing light on the telegram offered by the Senator from
Wyoming, the training-camp organization committee that has
this matter in charge contemplates that there can be 100,000
men secured at an expense of something like $3,000,000. They
never dreamed of the expense contemplated by this provision.
The estimates of the Senate committee contemplate twenty-
four millions the first year. The training-camp committee, on
the other hand, had in mind the training-camp proposition,
which is a valuable thing, giving to the citizens of this country
the opportunity of military training and supplementing that
with an enlistment that requires them to respond to a call to
arms if made within the time of the enlistment. ;

Mr. President, it does seem to me that on an important mat-
ter like this, instead of being told, as we were told yesterday,
to first vote the provision in and then ascertain what it means,
we ought first ascertain what is proposed by the section, and

if we can agree as to the purpose thus disclosed then adopt the
section, and if we can not agree then reject it. Feeling certain
as I do that the Senate, in case section 56 is rejected, will make
a prompt and complete provision for training camps conten-
plated by the letter read by the Senator from New York [Mr.
O'Goraran] and contemplated by the telegrams that we have
received here this morning, I believe it is my duty to insist, as
far as I ean through the activities of my vote, in requiring that
section 56 be made plain and explicit. I believe under the
existing condition in the Senate the only way that can be ac-
complished is to strike out section 56 and then put in a sub-
stitute over which there can be no discussion as to what it
means.

Mr, MARTINE of New Jersey. Mr. President, I regret that
the Senator from Oregon |Mr. CrasmserLaix], the chairman of
the committee, is not here at this moment. I feel that he was
most unfortunate in a portion of his remarks yesterday where
he said—I read from the Recorp:

Mr. President, 1f the National Guard intends to come here as a
political force, as it has done—there is not any question about that,

I insist that that is a most ungenerous and unfair statement.
I do not believe the National Guard have come down here as
a political force or have made an effort to dominate the Senate
through any political means. I do know that some members
of the National Guard have been here, but I believe the National
Guardsmen are prompted by a spirit and a purpose as lofty
and as patriotic as that of any Senator in this body. I know
many of those men and I feel that the accusation is unjust and
ungenerous. Those men came here beeause they believed the
enactment of this particular bill, and particularly with section
56 in it, would tend to disintegrate and destroy their National
Guard.

I will say, as I =said the other day, the National Guard is an
arm of great service in this country. They are not tin soldiers
nor toy soldiers. It will not do to charge that on them. They
are a patriotiec body of men, as brave and as patriotic as any
band of men who ever carried a gun. I recall very well in
my own State, and I ean look back far enough and recall in
the State of New York and in the State of Pennsylvania when
the National Guard gave infinite service to our country, infinite
service to the State, and now it illy becomes Scnators to talk
about National Guardsmen coming down here and pressing
themselves as a body, a political force, to carry out a par-
ticular measure.

I am impressed with the fact that this bill will disintegrate
and destroy the National Guard. I am as much for the welfare
of the country and so are these men as can be the authors of
this measure. Those men have no mean or ulterior purpose
to serve. They are as patriotic as we. We all realize the
necessity, and you can not find a Senator in this body who is
not in favor of a bill that shall better prepare our country in
the hour of need. I am with the Senator from New York [Mr.
0'Goryax]. I do not believe there is a reasonable probability
of our country being attacked notwithstanding the suggestions
that have been advanced by the chairman of the committee. I
believe we are reasonably safe, but to make assurance doubly
sure I am in favor of an Army bill which shall put us beyond
question in the right line as to defenses.

I urge my friends to cease this nonsense, and to my mind this
injustice and unfairness, of the intimation that because one may
disagree on this bill he is conspiring at the overthrow of
the country for the disintegration of our armed forces. I want
all to recognize that men have the right to disagree, and that
those who oppose are just as patriotie, just as honest as those
who advoecate the measure.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I shall vote against this
section, Should the section fail to be stricken out, I am frank
to say that I shall vote for the bill then in its entirety, though
I think it would be infinitely better if the section were out.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
Jersey yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I yield for a question.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The Senator trom New Jersey has
flowed on past the point where I desired to make an inquiry.
He said n moment ago that section &6, if enacted into law, as I
understood him, would destroy the National Guard.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I said it was the belief of the
National Guard. I eclaim no expert knowledge in military lines.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Is it the Senator’s beliefl that it will
destroy the National Guard?

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. It is my fear that it would
tend to disintegrate and to destroy the National Guard.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. May I ask the Senator a question? T
am just as anxious to preserve the National Guard as is the
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Senator from New Jersey, and I would do nothing consclously
that would destroy it. Will the Senator from New Jersey tell
us in what way the organization of this volunteer force would
destroy the National Guard?

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. Well, prefacing it with what
I said, that I am not an expert military man and claim to have
little knowledge of matters military, it is the belief of the
gentlemen who have talked with me that it would fend to dis-
integrate and destroy the National Guard. I think that opinion
lhas been quite generally acquiesced in and pretty generally
understood.

I have receivad telegrams on one side insisting that it would
destroy them, and I have received some others saying that even
though it did the section had better be left in. I have received
them on both sides of the question.

Mr. BRANDEGEE, Mr. President, I have heard some state-
ments to the effect that the law adviser of the Army, the Judge
Advoente General, had given a written opinion, and possibly
severnl written opinions, in relation to the proposition in both
the Hay and Chamberlain bills to federalize the National

_ Gunl, to state it briefly. I received this morning a letter from
a very distinguished lawyer and an ex-member of the Cabinet
stating that the Judge Advocate General wrote an opinion
some months ago which covered the ground in relation to that
subject, and that he has recently prepared another opinion
regarding the provision at present under discussion. I should
like to ask the chairman of the committee if he is in possession
of those opinions or if he has seen them?

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I will say to the Senator that durlng
President Taft's administration the Adjutant General rendered
an opinion holding, in substance, that the National Guard
could not be so federalized as to warrant the Government in
undertaking to call their services into requisition to go out of
the United States. That opinion was later submitted to
Attorney General Wickersham, and he concurred in that
opinion. I think the Senator will find that both the opinion of
Judge Advoeate Gen. Crowder and Mr. Wickersham were
printed either in the House hearings or in one of the documents
that has been referred to during this discussion.

Mr, BRANDEGEE. Is there not a later opinion than that,
about the plan proposed in the Senator's own bill?

Myr. CHAMBERLAIN. I do not recall one now.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I think it would be exceedingly inter-
esting for us to know what the legal adviser of the Army may
~ay about it, and as the Senator seems to be uncertain as to
whether he has the opinion or not I will ask unanimous consent
that the resolution I send to the desk may be agreed to, in case
we hnve not the opinion,

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I think I can find it.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I would like to have all the opinlons
that have been given. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
lution will be read. °

The Secretary read the resolution (8. Res. 158), as follows:

Resolved, That the Secretary of War is hereby directed to furnish
to the Senate any written opinions which the Judge Advocate General
of the Army may have given concerning the project contained in the
so-called Hay amd Chamberlain bills, to federa the National Guara.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres-
ent consideration of the resolution?

Mr. LEE of Maryland. I object to the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is objection, and it will
Zo over one day.

Mr. REED obtained the floor.

Mr. LEE of Maryland. I will state my objection if neces-
sary. Will the Chair let me explain the objection?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield? ;

Mr. LEE of Maryland. The opinions are already in the
Reconn of both committees.
© Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, just a moment, if the Senator
from Missouri will allow me. While I was on my feet I re-
ferred to the fact that the Training Camps' Association es-
timated the cost for 100,000 men at $5,000,000. I had intended,
ns showing how closely the commitiee and the association
understood one another, to insert at that point that the estimate
of the committee for the first year would be something like
§24,000,000. I shall take the liberty of inserting that at the
appropriate place in my remarks, :

M. BORAH. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from
Minnesota a question before he sits down?
© The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Min-
nesoln yield to the Senator from Idaho?

My. CLAPP. 1 do.

Without objection, the reso-
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Mr, BORAH. The Senator has stated that it is estimated
that the training camp, as I understand, would cost $2,000,000
a year for 100,000 men?

Mr. CLAPP. That was their estimate.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. May I interrupt the Senator there?

Mr. CLAPP. Certainly.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Is not the Senator from Minnesola
mistaken about that estimate having been made? If that was
stated, it was because it cost them of their own money about
$2,000,000 to attend the training camp. That was the way [
understood it. '

My, CLAPP, Surely; they say that 100,000 men were there—
I think there were not 100,000 men there, but a hundred thou-
sand men might be there—my recollection is that the estimate
wiis $3,000,000 for a hundred thousand men.

Mr. BORAH. The estimate of this committee under section
96 is about $24,000,000.

Mr. CLAPP. The estimate of the committee for the first
year is $24,000,000; for the second year, $31,000,000; for the
third year, $39,000,000; for the fourth year, $47,000,000; and
annually thereafter, $27,000,000.

Mr, BORAH. How was this difference of cost made up?
What constitutes the difference? What is it that costs $32,000,-
000 instead of $2,000,0007

Mr. CLAPP. If the Senator from Idaho will examine scec-
tion 56, he will find that that section refers again to another
act, the act of April 25, 1914, whieh, in turn, refers to still
another act, and between the three acts there is the general
experience which we have in legislation—too much sail for
the amount of ballast—in other words, a great top-heavy organi-
zation.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I desire, in answer to the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. Borau], to speak of what enters into that cost
of $24,000,000. That is not the actual cost of the men. We are
accumulating all the time clothing, ordnance, and other matériel.
The estimate for these things was printed in the Recorp yester-
day, showing for the Quartermaster and Ordnance Departments
just exactly what went into that estimate of $24,000,000 per
annum. - The Government is laying aside and storing ordnance
and other things that are necessary for the organization.

Mr. CLAPP. Yes; and for that reason I have not stated it;
but it was called out by some inquiry referring to the larger
figures embracing those items. I simply referred to the figures
estimated for the first year. There is not any great amount of
accumulation carried on the first year, but that does account
for the increased cost year after year, undoubtedly, but the
first year it is $24,000,000.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. President, let me make myself
understood about that. The first year included in that estimate
of $24,000,000 they have $3,651,000 for ordnance stores and sup-
plies; $1,318,000, manufacture of arms; $744,000, automatic
machine rifles; armament of fortifications B, $9,226,000; small-
arms target practice, $120,000; making $15,059,000 of the esti-
mate that the Senator refers to. Practically all of that goes
into the reserve. !

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I desire to ask the chairman of the
committee a question. I am somewhat confused about this
matter of cost, in view of the various statements that have been
made. What, in the opinion of the chairman of the committee,
will it cost the Government of the United States to orgunize
and train, under section 56, a volunteer force of, say, 100,000
men per annum?

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I do not know that I could give the
cost for a hundred thousand men; but if the Senator will take
the estimates of cost that have been referred to, it is proposed
by this voluntary system to eventually raise about 261,000 men.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. What will it cost?

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. And those men are raised in inere-
ments of one-fourth for four years, so that the final annual cost,
as contained in these estimates, is the cost of the full force
at the end of the fourth year.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. And what is that?

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. It is $27,609,067.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Per annum?

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Yes; assuming that the enlistments
would number 261,000 and were trained for 30 days.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. At any rate that sum would take care
of a volunteer reserve force of 261,000 men?

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Yes, sir; decreasing from the fourth
year, because during the first, second, and third years much of
this money is expended—and that is the reason the cost is
large—in the accumulation of equipment.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. ILet me now ask the Senator what
would be the amount of contribution upon the part of the
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Government toward the fraining and equipping of a corre-
sponding number of the National Guard?

Mr, CHAMBERLAIN. Under table 11, of cost—and I will
say that that has been criticized by the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. LEge]—under the estimates we have here it is $40,873,200
annually after the fourth year.

" Mr. SUTHERLAND. For the same number of men?

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. For practically the same number.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Then, it would cost the Federal Gov-
ernment, in addition to what may be spent by the States, if I
understand the matter, in the neighborhood of $12,000,000 more
per annum for the same number of troops of the National
Guard than it would for this contemplated volunteer reserve
force. Is that correct?

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. The difference in the annual cost
amounts to a little over $13,000,000 after the fourth year.

Mr., CUMMINS. I desire to ask a question of the Senator
from Oregon. What is done for the National Guard that makes
it cost the Government more to maintain 260,000 of the Na-
tional Guard than to maintain 260,000 of the volunteers?

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Their training covers a longer period;
of course that is one element of cost; but it is perfectly fair to
say here, Mr. President, that, in making the estimate of the
cost of the National Guard, we have estimated in that, as a part
of the expense, the aceumulation of the same material and
supplies. The difference in pay alone is about thirteen or four-
teen million dollars.

Mr. CUMMINS. I understood the Senator from Oregon to say
yesterday, possibly, that the training of the volunteers was
substantially the same in point of time as would be the train-
ing given the National Guard.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. But it is condensed into a 30-day
period, whilst the members of the National Guard are trained
in the armories each week and spend 24 days in camp.

Mr. CUMMINS. Baut the volunteers must be trained 30 days
every year?

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Yes.

Mr. CUMMINS. To me it is utterly inconceivable—and I
know there must be a very serious mistake somewhere; not
made, of course, by the Senator from Oregon—that it should
be asserted that you ean maintain 260,000 volunteers, with
their officers, at a cost of $24,000,000, while it costs $45,007,000
or $40,000,000 to aid the National Gnard to maintain the same
number of troops. I repeat there must be a mistake somewhere
in that estimate.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. President, I can not, of course,
undertake to correct the figures that have been furnished us
from the different branches of the War Department. I only
take the figures which thcy gave us; that is all the eommittee
could do. The Senator will find them very carefully compiled
throughout.

Mr., SMITH of Georgia. Mr. President, if the Senator will
allow me, if he will furn to the figures giving the cost of the
National Guard and the cost of the volunteers, he will find that
the expense of the Quartermaster Corps of the National Guard
is placed at $17,000,000, $20,000,000, $21,000,000, $23,000,000, and
$24,000,000. There does not seem to be any charge on a similar
scale in conpection with the volunteer service, unless new
equipment and the 30 days’ training is considered under it. I
find that items for new equipment and training are alsoe em-
braced in the estimates for the National Guard. That quarter-
master’s charge, which seems to be very large, amounting to half
of the total estimate as to the National Guard, does not seem to
be found to an equal extent in the estimate given as to the
cost of the volunteers.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I can furnish the Senator the esti-
mates from the quartermaster’s department showing the exact
figures. The difference principally lies in the estimate for the
pay of the two forces.

Mr. VARDAMAN. Mr. President, I should like to ask the
chairman of the committee a question. The expense of main-
taining the volunteer force is paid in the same way, for the
same amount of service, as in the case of the Regulars, is it
not? In other words, when a man joins the volunteer force his
traveling expenses are paid going to and returning from the
camp to his home. Is not that correet?

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, Yes; it covers both.

Mr. VARDAMAN. And he is equipped, clothed, shod, given a
hat, and all that, as the Regulars are, is he not?

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Yes.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I shall take only a moment. I
want very briefly to discuss this avalanche of telegrams. They
were presented this morning in such bulk as to appear not only
to be formidable but ominous. They were presented by the
chairman of the committee in one bundle and by the Senator

from New York [Mr. O’GormaN] in another. I presume they
were handed to us as evidence of a spontaneous uprising on
behalf of the people in favor of section 56. At the same time
we have heard criticized on the floor of the Senate the National
Guard because members of that organization have seen fit to
write letters and send telegrams urging legislation which would
preserve the National Guard from destruetion.

Before I discuss these telegrams I want to say a word lest I
should be misunderstood. I hold that all citizens of the United
States not only have the right, but it may in some instances
become their duty, to send their views to their Representatives
or Senators in Congress. When one receives the views of a
great number of men scattered throughout his State or the coun-
try, each really expressive of the opinion of the sender, the fact
at once appeals to every man who is a fit representative of the
people; but in these latter days it has become the custom for
some central organization to get up a propaganda and to send
out to the members of an organization or association a request
to deluge Congress with letters or telegrams. Generally the
sender is told what he is to say, and ordinarily I think the sug-
gestion is accompanied with the eaution, * Please do not copy
this exact language.” So we generally find an attempt is mude
to vary the language.

Mr. President, I have gone through this great bundle of tele-
grams which were filed here by the chairman of the committee
and I undertake to say that I ean impanel a jury, and let him
pick the 12 men, and I ean prove that 90 per cent of these tele-
grams emanated from one common source. 1 ean prove it by the
language of the telegrams themselves. So that, instead of rep-
resenting a general opinion that is entertained throughout the
country, the telegrams in fact represent the opinion of some
propagnndist who has a speeinl interest in section 56, either
patriotic or etherwise.

Let me give you a few illustrations. Here is a telegram from
Baltimore:

As a member of the first training regiment, United States military
camp—

Now, note the language which follows—

I pretest against attempt to defeat Federal reserve
section 56, Senarte bill, and urge .mmediate passage o

Here is one from Boston:

As a member of Plattsb train regim -
tmtta to defeat Federal rt;:f-ve plan in seeﬂ%ﬁlo purt“%(l::tm?gn lilllﬁtu‘:lafl
emphatically urge passage of this section.

Of course, Boston being an intellectual eenter, this may have
been a case of thought transmission. But here is another tele-
gram from Boston in exactly the same language as the one I
just read, and here is another one from Baltimore in exactly the
same language as the first telegram I read, and here is another
one from Boston in exactly the same language, and still another
from Boston in the same language, and still another. Then
here is a telegram from Boston that changes the language by
inserting the word “ vigorously,” so that this gentleman * vigor-
ously protests.,” And here is one from Brooklyn. Now, nobody
would expeet Brooklyn to be so keenly attuned to mysterious in-
tellectual processes that it would cateh this vibration that is
going through the air, but the gentleman from Brooklyn caught
it nearly right. He substituted the word * emphatically " for
“ vigorously,” but otherwise he eaught the Boston-Baltimore
language. So I can go through the lot. This is one class and
one kind of language. Then there is another class, which is
typified by this telegram from Pittsfield, Mass. :

Please work to put through the Federal reserve plan embodied In
section 56 of the Senate bill.

And there are seven telegrams from that same town in exactly
the same phraseology.

Mr. President, here are about 30 telegrams which display a
somewhat bungling attempt to vary the language. They come
from Philadelphia, from Cambridge, Mass., from New York
City, from Auburn, N. Y., and four or five other places. They
are what we might call the *“ strongly urge " telegrams. One of

them reads:

Stron passage of section 56 in Senate bill relating to Army.
Do not gle{'m!l?rts d!f&ﬁ. * <

That comes from Philadelphia; but here comes one from
Cambridge:

I strongly urge passage.

Just the pronoun “I™ put in, whieh is quite a natural thing
to expect in a message from Cambridge.

But here is a gentleman from New York who uses all of the
language, except he puts in the word "I emphatically urge.”

And so, running through some 30 telegrams, they are as
plainly from one source as though they had been written in one
handwriting or upon one typewriter and one kind of paper.

lan embodied in
this section.
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Here are about 50 telegrams., They come from Boston, and
they come from Princeton, and they come from Brooklyn, but
principally from Boston. There are, however, some from other
towns. While they vary slightly in their language, all of them
have substantially this sentence:

Strongly protest agninst defeat of section 36 of the Senate bLill, em-
bodying Federal reserve plan.

That sentence, substantially, appears in every one of them.

* And so I might go through with all the telegrams comprising
the great pile filed this morning. I should by so doing weary
the Senate; I content myself by remarking that it is perfectly
manifest, from an examination of these telegrams, that over
90 per eent of them, if not 99 per cent of them, emanated from
one commonk Source.

I simply say what I have so that nobody will think there is
any great uprising indieated by these numerous messages. The
charge has been made that the National Guard, because a few
letters have been written in, is engaged in a lobby. Here is
the positive, absolute, physical evidence in the Senate that the
organization which went into camp at Plattsburg is engaged in
n most vigorous and concerted attempt to influence legislation.
I do not complain of it, but I do not want to hear the ery of
“avolf 7 any more from gentlemen who represent that particular
idea.

Mr. VARDAMAN. Mr, President, I think the telegrams and
letters that are sent to Members of Congress are either from
motives of patriotism or pelf. I have no objection whatever to
a member of the National Guard of my State or any other
States giving me his honest opinion as to the value of the Na-
tional Guard to the general plan of onr Army. I do not object
to anybody giving me an idea or a fact, but I do not care to
hear from any one who has a pecuniary interest in the matter
of legislation. I have received a telegram such as the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Reep] has just read. :

Now, if this great Army is to be organized I have no objec-
tion to a volunteer force at all. I have no objection to these
ecamps in the summner time for the purpose of training men in
the use of arms, and teaching them the lessons of war. I think,
however, the toilers of the country can ill-afford to bear the
burden of taxation incident thereto at this time. Personally,
I had hoped that all of this great plan, the organization of the
Army and the building of a Navy, might be postponed until
after the war in Europe is over, so as fo permit the American
people to survey the situation and organize an Army and build
n Navy to meet all the exigencies and the necessities of the
future. And I think that probably would have been done but
for the energetic efforts on the part of those who are largely
interested in the profits derived from the manufacture of muni-
tions of war. Manifestly this Congress is not going to take the
course which I would dictate or prescribe had I the power,
but on the econtrary, I am afraid it is going fo undertake to lay
the foundation of a great system—to build a house, as it were,
when the flames are leaping heavenward and the storm is
raging furiously about us.

That such a strueture, whose foundafion is Iaid under such
circumstances, will meet the demands of the future, if we shall
do our duty as a Christian Nation and the civilized peoples of
the earth shall show themselves capable of self-government, I
have my serious doubts.

My cspecial objection fo section 56 is rather local in its
nature. I am opposed to the whole scheme at this time, but the
peculiar bearing it has upon the affairs of Mississippi means
the loeal question of paramount importance. I pointed out cer-
tain provisions in the section a day or two ago which vitally
affect the people of the State from which I come. My purpose
in ealling attention to the objectionable provisions of section 56
was purely patriotie, My only desire in the matter was to
serve the people of Mississippi and America. Duf, notwith-
standing my motive, I notice in the Recorp that my warnings
and suggestions have been made the subject of ridicule by a
distinguished Member of this body.

I want to say, Mr, President, thst there is no argument in
epithets, no reason in ridicule; and satire in the discussion of a
serious question is the refuge of the intellectual bandit.

In the consideration of this great question the calmest, most
serious consideration should be given to every provision of this
bill. When I said that under the terms of section 56 there
might be organized in the State of Mississippl n eamp to which
the negroes of that State would be invited, I did not say that
that would be done. God forbid that there should ever come
to the White House a man so utterly regardless of the interests
of the people of America as to do such a thing. But this is
am age of change. Marvelous changes have taken place in
recent years,. Things are happening to-day that we did not
dream two years ago could possibly happen. 1 do not know

what is going to happen in the coming years. But I do know
that the race question is in the South, and that it is of over-
shadowing, paramount importance there.

When it is suggested that such a thing is impossible, that the
laboring negroes of Mississippi could not leave their farms to
go to one of these camps, I want to say in reply that in the little
city of Jackson, where I live, if such a camp were organized,
either in Mississippi, Alabama, Tennessee, or anywhere else
in the South, more than a regiment would, in my judgment, go
from that one little city of Jackson alone, robust, vigorous
negro men, who do nothing, who toil not, neither do they spin,
but rather live by the hand-outs from their women employed in
the homes of the white families—and if such a proposition were
made to them they would flock to it like carrion crows around a
carcass. There could be a camp organized in the State of Mis-
sissippi, by advertising it for 60 days, of 25,000; and the Sen-
ators from the other sections of this Republic do not know
what that means to the people of Mississippi. Oh, I am not
saying this in order to generate race prejudice or to advertise
our own unfortunate conditions; not at all. I would to God
that conditions were different, that the peril might be removed
from our midst.

It was stated upon the floor of the Senate yesterday:

Suppose a lot of darkies went into IMinds County, to a so-called
Plattsburg drill, as a voluntary force of some sort, and, with arms in
their hands, began to be disciplined, so that in the opinion of the white

people of the State they became a source of menace to white elviliza-
tion, what would happen to those volunteer darkies? KEcho answers,

A \What?”

Of course, I know what would happen, and what I know
would happen, is the very thing that I do not want to happen.
No man knows the difficulties in handling the affairs of a
Southern State when the two races conflict, who has not
served in the capacity in which I served for four years as
governor. You Senators from States where you have not that
problem at all read in your newspapers nearly every morning
accounts of some unfortunate erime that has been committed in
South Carolina, Georgia, Mississippi, Alabama, Texas; and
what is the result? Mobbing. What is the effect of mobbing
upon those who mob? I eare not what the provocation may be;
I do not care whait crime may lead to the mobbing; the white
man who participates in it, though he does it to protect his
home, to preserve the peace and purity of his wife and daugh-
ters—that man who violates the law when he takes it in his
own hands suffers a moral deterioration from which he will
never recover; and if that thing is persisted in very long, it
will destroy the very civilization which we of the South are
trying to conserve. There is no doubt about that.

Now, if, for political reasons or any other reasons, with an
utter disregard of the real interesis not only of the southern
people but all the American people—because whatever injures
the South, hurts the entire Republic—any President should
order a mobilization of negro troops in Mississippi or any other
Southern State, keep them there for 30 days, clothe and equip
them, and then send them back with all the airs they have
acquired in 30 days of drill, only one who understands the
nature of the Negro and his peculiarities generally would know
what would follow,

But the distingunished Senator intimated that the negroes
have no money to attend the camp. Under the terms of this
bill, the United States Government furnishes the money to pay
for transportation and general equipment. Livery negro would
take it as a very delightful summer outing, and if an effort
shonld be made to bring them to the service of the United
States as a part of the Army, I apprehend it would not be the
least trouble to organize as large an army as the Government
would be willing to pay for. -

Mr. President, I would mueh rather take my chances without
any preparation whatever to meet a foreign foe, relying upon
the individual white citizen and the patriotic spirit of the men
of America to defend the flag and repel any foreign invasion,
than to submit to the enactment of a law of this character,
which exposes the people of the South to a peril as far-reaching
as the adoption of section 56. I shall therefore vote to strike
that section from the bill.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr, President, I have taken no part in
this discussion, bevond asking a question oceasionally, having
been much more anxious to vote than to talk, feeling, as I do,
that there is grent urgency for the speedy passage of this bill;
and I am only going to take a few minutes to-day to present
my views on one or two phases of the controversy that has been
raging in the Senate Chamber for a week.

I am in favor of retaining section 56 in the bill as it stands,
and shall so vote. I have not heard from a single member of
the National Guard of my State—and we have a very eflicient
National Guard in New Hampshire—elther for or against the
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section that is under discussion, so that I am not at all in-
fluenced by anything that comes from the National Guard in
reference to this matter, an organization that I am very
friendly to.

I want to say, Mr. President—and I say it in all kindness,
because I am not in favor of legislation that will do harm to
any section of the country—that I deprecate very much the
raising of the race issue in the consideration of this bill. The
Jjunior Senator from Mississippi [Mr., Varpamax] a few days
ago raised that issue in very plain terms, declaring that, so far
as the colored man was concerned, if he had his way he would
not allow him to be a soldier of the United States but would
keep him in a menial position, and the Senator from Mississippi
has just repeated substantially the same thing. Of course, the
Senator is entitled to that view, and every other Senator is
entitled to a different view if he himself holds it. Speaking
for myself, I want to express in a very few words my dissent
from the position that the junior Senator from Mississippi has
taken. And in this connection, so that the Recorp may be
right, I want to say that the Senator whom the junior Senator
from Mississippi criticized a few moments ago is not a mem-
her of the Republican Party and does not sit on this side of the
(i’hnmber. ey

Mr. President, I believe I speak for the entire Republican
membership of this body when I say that we have no disposi-
tion to raise the race issne. We recognize it as a very serious
problem with which another section of the country has to deal,
and we are content to have it worked out as best it ecan be;
notwithstanding we dissent from some of the methods that have
been used in some of the Southern States. I say, Mr. President,
I deprecate the raising of the race issue in this debate, and I
have called attention to the circumstances under which it has
been raised.

If I have read history aright, Mr. President, the colored man
made a good soldier in the Civil War., He fought for the
Union, for the Constitution, and for the flag, and he fought val-
iantly. If I read history aright, the colored man was a good
soldier in the Spanish-American War, and he never has been
given the credit that belongs to him for the work he did during
that struggle. I also notice, Mr. President, that only a few
days ago it was colored troopers who attacked and defeated a
portion of the army of the bandit Villa; and they fought then
as they have frequently fought before, bravely and valiantly.
Whenever put to the test the colored soldier has acquitted him-
self honorably.

The truth is, Mr. President, that the time may come when
the loyal colored men may be needed to protect our country
from invasion and defend the liberties of our people, and I
should hesitate to put myself on record as saying that those
men should in an emergency of that kind be denied the privi-
lege of fighting for their country.

The political rights of the colored man have been seriously
abridged and he tamely submits to what he feels is a great in-
justice; but notwithstanding that, he is willing to fight for his
counfry, and to me it is inconceivable that any man should at-
tempt to deny him that right if he wishes to exercise it.

Mr. President, I beg of Senators not to allow their minds to
be beclouded in any way by the race issue, which, in my judg-
ment, has no proper place in this discussion. The provisions of
section 56 should be considered and decided from a purely mili-
tary point of view, and from no other point. Believing, as I do,
that section 56 Is one of the most important provisions of the
bill, T shall vote against striking it out, and I trust that the
motion of the Senator from Maryland may not be agreed to.

I desire simply to add a single word. It seems to me this
section has been sufficiently discussed. It seems to me that we
ought to be content witlt the time that has been spent in its
discussion, and that we ought to come to a speedy vote. I ap-
peal to Senators, whatever their views may be as to this section
or as to any other provision of this important bill, that they
may bring their minds to the conclusion which I have reached,
and that we may not spend much more time in the discussion of
a matter that is perfectly well understood by every Senator on
both sides of the Chamber.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the substitute
offered by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCumser]
to section 56 as reported by the committee,

Mr. LEE of Maryland. Mr. President, the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Garrineer] has just stated that this question
should be approached from the standpoint of military reasons.
The Senator from New York [Mr. O'GorMan] has said that
we should consider this question from the standpoint of the
interests of the country as a whole. With both these general
statements I agree.

Mr. President, preparedness must be practiecal, preparedness
must be sane; it should be efficient, and should be economical.
This particular section, section 56, in my judgment should be
eliminated from the bill by the Senate and more than the
equivalent provided for in other ways. I do not believe pre-
paredness is going to gain any time by leaving section 56 in
the bill. It has already been voted on in the House. It was
proposed by Mr. Garoner, of Massachusetts, as an amendment
to. the House bill, and received so little support that he did
not even ask for a division. The Senate, however—this vote
may turn out by one or two majority when it is actually
taken—is quite equally divided on the question. The House of
Representatives, therefore, being against it overwhelmingly and
the Senate of the United States being divided, under ordinary
conditions is there any prospect that section 56 can be agreed
to in conference?

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, I rise to a question of
order. I think the Senator has not a right under our rules to
attempt to influence the judgment of the Senate by alluding to
what has happened in the House of Representatives.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is of opinion that the
Senate must settle this question from its own view and not
from the view of the House of Representatives, and that it is
not a legitimate argument to attempt to influence the Senate
by the action of the House of Representatives.

Mr. LEE of Maryland. I have said on that subject all T
wished to say, at any rate, and I spoke of it simply as a prac-
tieal man dealing with a practical question. I look at it from
the standpoint of the military considerations which the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire just now referred to. I want pre-
paredness, effective preparedness, and at the earliest possible
time, and I do not wish to see any unnecessary delays thrown
in the path of the preparation of a genuine citizen soldiery for
the defense of the country.

Mr. President, is there no presumption in favor of the Con-
stitution of the United States? If a man stands on this floor
and argues in favor of the citizen soldiery mentioned in the
Constitution, of the citizen soldiery approved of by Gen. Wash-
ington time and again, is he not entitled to the benefit of being
in accord with the fundamental law and the greatest military
leader of our country? Gen. Washington deseribed the citizen
soldiery as “ the palladium of our security, the first effectual
resort in case of hostility.” Speaking of the militia, those
were his words. No man had more trouble with unorganized
and undiseciplined militia than he had.

We all here are or have been members of the militia when
between the age of 18 and the age of 45, as are all citizens;
and yet relatively few of the citizens of this country know
they are in the militia as a matter of law. Such as these un-
organized, undisciplined militia are what Gen. Washington
alluded to whenever he did speak in terms of condemnation of
militia. Such a force is of necessity unreliable from a military
standpoiat, and should not be intrusted with the defense of our
country and our institutions.

But an organized army, a disciplined militia, provided for
under section 8, Article I, of the Constitution, is an altogether
different story. I ean not help thinking as we read over and
talk over that section that it is one of the most remarkable ex-
pressions of wisdom’ in that great instrument, showing the
practical ability, the theoretical knowledge of the men who made
our Constitution, balancing the locality against the central
government ; and the balance of the Constitution is one of its
greatest characteristics. It lies in the fundamental division of
a government, legislative, judieial, and executive, all of those
great features being features of balance for the preservation
of liberty without in the least degree affeciing the efliciency
of the Government operating under the system. I want to dis-
cuss in a few moments the provisions of section 8, Artiele I, of
the Constitution, but pass on now to a preliminary faet that
for 100 years or more of the history of this country there has
been a persistent and successful organized effort to defeat the
full and effective exercise of the powers of Congress over the
citizen soldiery prescribed in the Constitution. Congress has
largely failed to exercise its right to organize, arm, and dis-
cipline the militia during all this period. The opponents of the
action recommended by President after President, from Wash-
ington almost to the present day, used the present constitu-
tional doubts and the present military insinuations against
citizen soldiers.

Practically there was a lack of money, and also, a: it is
alleged, the ambitions of the Regular Army personnel inter-

ferred very largely with the possibility of developing a dis-

ciplined and permanently officered citizen soldiery.
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That is one of the things that I want to bring to the atten-
tion of the Senate. Take this volunteer system. It necessarily
is a confused condition whenever inaugurated to protect the
‘ecountry in an emergency. Volunteers hastily gather. Where
would the officers come from? Certainly all the leading officers
would come from the established personnel of the Regular
Army. When appropriations were small and when oppor-
tunities of advancing the legitimate ambitions of military men
were rare, there was perhaps more excuse in such an opposi-
tion, but now when the Congress is on the verge of increasing
the Regular Army to 200,000 or to 250,000, when a large part
of the captains will be majors and when many of the majors will
be eolonels by this very increase, the time has passed when any-
thing like ‘military jealousy on the part of the Regular person-
nel should be considered for a moment or respected for a mo-
ment in dealing with this great question of militia prepared-
Nness.

Congress has been largely under the influence for a long
time of some kind of prejudice with reference to the militia of
this country. I have been surprised sitting here in the last
few days to hear the eriticism coming from the old Members
of this body of the alleged inefficiency and lack of discipline of
the National Guard of the country.

Mr. President, if the finest young officers leaving West Point,
furnished by the Government with their education, furnished
with the pay that would support them, furnished with their
clothing and their outfit, were told to go out and raise an army
and discipline an army and at the same time Congress told
those highly educated young officers, who would not have to
take the time to make a living, that it would not pay any
wages to that army, what sort of an army could those young
men raise and maintain?

And yet, Mr. President, though Congress has for the last 10
years or more been paying something to the militia in the way
of clothing and equipment, it has provided no wages to the
National Guard soldiers except the wages of 50 cents a day, I
believe, for some maneuvers. All this time what has been going
on? A patriotic body of men, the officers and men of the Na-
tional Guard of this country, have been giving of their time
and of their substance to create and maintain and keep together
a body of fairly disciplined soldiers that now amounts in num-
bers to 134,000 men, without pay for the rank and file, all losing
their time, and the officers having to make up to the National
Government for the clothing or other equipment individual sol-
diers might lose. The captain of an ordinary infantry com-
pany in the National Guard is responsible for between $4,000
and $3,000 worth of property to the United States, and neces-
sarily some- of that property is lost in various ways, buf he,
though commanding men who receive practically no pay from
the country they protect, is compelled to make good out of his
own pocket all the losses that occur. z

The small amount that is provided for by this bill will revolu-
tionize that situation. The $52.50 a year that the bill carries
for the national guardsman will be a recognition, at least, and
by preventing a total loss of the time devoted to the country
will stimulate men to attend the periods of drill and will give
a money sum against which the losses may be set-off. This pay,
small as it is, will go a long way toward increasing the efficiency
and discipline of the National Guard in this country.

Yet Senator after Senator who has sat in this body through
years and years and who has never raised his hand to give the
present proposed pay of $52.50 a year to the National Guards-
man has risen in his place in the Senate and commented on
what he alleged to be their lack of discipline.

Mr. President, it would seem to me that a man who had been
in this body for any length of time and concurred in failure to
exercise the powers of Congress to discipline the militin would
be ashamed to rise in his place and point to the unpreparedness
of this country in respect to the very matter that he himself has
=0 long neglected. -

Yet, Mr. President, almost every gentleman here who has
criticized what he alleges to be the lack of discipline in the
National Guard attempts at the same time to excuse himself on
general constitutional grounds.

But how about the Constitution in respect to paying the
guard? Is there any constitutional difficulty or objection to pay-
ing the National Guard? Is there any constitutional objection
to this $52.50 a year? There is no such objection, and every man
in this body knows that such a provision will operate as it is
claimed it will operate, Here is an obvious improvement for
possible discipline, free from constitutional doubt, and yet the
erities of the National Guard have held it back throughout these
years,

The Senator from New York suggested doubt as to what might
happen if the courts found that any of these improving provi-

sions were unconstitutional. It will be time enough when that
decision is arrived at. But why has not the National Guard
been paid before? How can any man who has been here and
has had the opportunity of years and who has not made a record
in the struggle for the payment of the National Guard even for
the small wage of $52.50 a year, rise in his seat here and point
the finger of criticism at what he alleges to be a lack of disci-
pline? Congress has failed to organize and to arm and to disci-
pline, and the words of the Constitution say that Congress shall
provide for those things.

My, President, I do not know where we would look if we were
looking for the men who failed to do this thing. I do not want
to be invidious, but the Senator from Oregon [Mr, CHAMBER-
LAIN] yesterday, when we were discussing a question of mili-
tary policy as for or against section 56, criticized us all who are
opposed to section 56, as though we were opposed to the prepara-
tion of this country for a legitimate and proper defense agninst
an invading foe.

He suggested that we were practically against preparedness.
I resent that suggestion, because I believe that we who stand
for the use of the National Guard, for organizing, arming, and
diseiplining the militia of this country, as recommended by
Gen., Washington, as provided in the Constitution, are the
fundamental and sane friends of preparedness,

There is a great advantage, certainly at the beginning, a
great money advantage, in favor of the guardsman over the
volunteer. The first year's financial advantage, referring to
table 12 in the report of the committee, can be found by cor-
recting table 12, first year’s estimate, by deduecting $19,000,014)
froim that first year's cost, a sum which has been already spent
and represents accumulated material now in the hands of the
National Guard of this country, and then dividing the remain-
ing sum by 153,000 guardsmen, the number for whom the esti-
mates are now annually made, the minimum enlisted number
as provided by law. This gives us $176 per man as the annual
cost of the United States of the individunl guardsman, wherens
the first year's cost as given by the committee for the 56,820
men and officers of the volunteers, in its first-year column, is
$439 per man. The difference in favor of the guardsman. then,
for the first year's cost is the difference between $439 and $176,
that difference being in favor of the National Guardsman.

In addition to all that, the National Guardsman has a pro-
vision of between one and two hundred million dollars—I think 1
am safe in saying it Is nearer two than one—of armories,
military homes, where their clothing, equipment, and arms can
be kept; where they can drill in bad weather, in addition to
the outside drills which are provided for under this proposed
law. The guardsman also has the advantange of the annual
appropriations of the State; my State, for instance, approprint-
ing $90,000 annually for the upkeep of the Guard in addition
to having provided considerable investments in armories
throughout the State. In this connection it is proper to adi
that out of the total of some 2,200 only 40 men were nbsent
at the last inspection of the National Guard in Maryland.

But this volunteer army, so called, this so-ealled continental
army, is a homeless body even if it ¢an be brought to exist.
Places for it to gather and keep its equipment, to issue forth
from for the various purposes of military activity, are not yet
provided or even estimated for by the committee.

It is remarkable, Mr. President, with these financial ad-
vantages in favor of the National Guardsman, that the com-
mittee should have gone out of its way fo bring into this law a
competing and, as I think, an unnecessary force. When I use
the word * competing,” I do not mean a force that by proper
competition will improve the other, but I mean a force that gives
an opportunity for all of the ancient enemies of the citizen
soldiery of this country to discriminate in favor of the highly
centralized force as against the citizen soldiery so earefully
provided by the Constitution.

Mr. President, the committee can not be even moderately
friendly fo the National Guard, because if they wanted more
men they could simply have increased the numbers and added
that 50,000 to the National Guard, and added it as I have just
shown with great economy to the Treasury of the United
States, and greater prompiness and certainty for the common
defense.

In this connection I want to read you a little colloquy that
took place in the Committee on Military Affairs between sev-
eral Senators. I will just read the colloquy without the
names. A Senator——

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Read the names.

record. ;
Mr. LEE of Maryland (reading):

A Sexatom. It has nlwa{a seemed to me, although I have never
been able te figure It out, that Hmitations can be placed upon these

It is a public
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appropriations by the Federal Government that would compel the
National Guard to yleld to Federal control.

. AxoTHER SENATOR. That could be done as a condition to the appro-
priation and the method of its use,

The FirsT SExaTor. That is what I am getting at.

The SECOND SExATOR. But would such a statute be in harmony with
the provisions of the Censtitution upon that subject?

The Finst Sexaron. Suppose in making an appropriation for the
Natlonal Guard, for instance, it is optional with Congress to make that
or not, Suppos? you make an appropriation conditioned upon the
National Guard of all the States obeying the regulations adopted by
the Secretary of War.

The SECOND SExaronr. The regulation would not be effective unless the
States agreed to it

A THIRD SENATOR. Would not that do away with the National Guard?

The Secoxp Sexaror. It would have that effect, nitimately, and I am
lg{l-ii;ed to think that if It should have that effect it would be a good

A good thing, Mr. President, to do away ullimately with the
citizen soldiery of the Constitution of the United Stafes! But
the fact is that the National Guard will increase and improve,
however recognized, by reason of the innate ability and patri-
otism of its members,

The Assistant Secretary of War, testifying before the Military
Committee of the Senate, said, among other things, that 90 per
cent of the men in the National Guard were there with reference
to national defense, and, according to his estimate, a large per
cent of the Guard might go into the Garrison volunteer system
which was then being pushed.

Mr. President, I would not fear such disintegration very much
did I not feel that there has been throughout the history of the
long struggle for preparedness in this country a persistent preju-
dice in military cireles against completely organizing the militia
of this country; but I can not help thinking that Congress may
lay the foundation for a possible failure to discipline the Organ-
ized Militia when it gives the two bodies places side by side and
puts the management and possibly the destiny of the two in the
hands of a personnel that may lean to the centralized force and
may be adverse not only to the citizen soldiery specified in the
Constitution but to all eitizen soldiery.

Mr. President, I was a little surprised here this morning.
The Senator from Oregon [Mr. CHAMBERLAIN] yesterday was
full of indignation, and his voice showed unusual feeling for a
man of such remarkable self-command, when he denounced the
national guardsmen of this country for undertaking to com-
municate with their representatives in the Senate on this ocea-
<ion. I think the Senator from Oregon went so far as to say
that, if the communicating on the part of the National Guard
with this body did not stop, he was for cutting it up root and
branch, financially, I presume. To-day the Senator has been
reading telegrams from a few National Guardsmen who favor
his view, and I want to congratulate him on the increcased
liberality which he has to-day shown to that estimable military
force. I hope that he will always maintain that attitude and
will modify his attitude of yesterday, for I believe—and I think
he will so believe when he thinks it over—that all of the citi-
zens of this country can communicate properly to us here their
opinions upon public guestions pending in the Senate.

The long telegram which the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
WARReN] sent to the desk and had read is an appropriate
telegram for us to consider. It shows that the Military Training
Camps Association is operating in this matter and that mis-
taken opinions may have been disseminated about section 56
and the effect of striking it out, all of which could very easily
have been started by misinformation sent by somebody to this
camp association, which is in close touch, as it says in its tele-
gram, with 80,000 citizens, and presumably has gotten as many
of those citizens to telegraph the Senate as were willing to
undergo the expense.

Those 30,000 citizens, according to this telegram, are going
to pay $2,000,000 for a military educational course this sum-
mer. I want fto say that I have great respect for their.pa-
triotism; I am glad that they are going to do it; but the very
fact that they are able to contribute $66 each out of their
private means for this purpose, as well as the length of time
that is involved, shows very clearly that they belong to a class
of the wealthier citizens of the country. But why not have
these summer camps and military drill as members of the
National Guard? This can easily be done without section 56
and a much greater military movement secured.

AMr. President, that is the very thing in this whole section
36 to which I am opposed. T do not believe we should create
a separate military citizen-soldiery system. I think that these
young men who are showing so much segregated patriotism
ought to be encouraged to follow the flag alongside of their
brethren in a really large movement. I think it would be better
for them in the long run; it would be better for the country and
better for their associates if they join the National Guard as
guardsmen and follow the flag of their country as the soldiers

of Switzerland do, let us =ay, each man on an equal footing
with his neighbor. Let them live together in patriotism.
They may have to die together.

This segregation into a special military foree is undemocratic
and undesirable, especially, Mr. President, in view of the fact
that all this military training can be equally well and better
done through the instrumentalities of National Guard ma-
nenvers and encampments. There is not a particle of this
training that can not be given in that way if these gentlemen
want to get it, and they need not spend $60 apiece to segregate
themselves from their fellow citizens, They can get it all,
and they ought to get it all, at the hands of our Military Com-
mittee and be freely and sufficiently furnished with proper in-
struction under United States inspector instructors. It ought
to be one great movement; it ought not to be a volunteer sys-
tem and a militin system, conflicting one with the other; but
it ought to be one great organized militin system, all mobilized
at the same time and all mobilized under similar conditions.

Mobilization, Mr. President, implies uniformity. This divi-
sion of military preparedness into small subdivisions is bad
military policy, ereating special types here and special bodies
there with different relationships to national defense, Gen.
Washington struggled for uniformity, and the words that I
have quoted from him are connected with a plea for uniformity.

It is essential, therefore—

Said Gen. Washington on June 8, 1783, in addressing the gov-
ernors of the Colonies—
that the same system should pervade the whole; that the formation
and discipline of the militia of the continent should be absolutely
uniform.

Here was the great Father of his Country pleading for uni-
formity, pleading for equality, pleading for similar efliciency,
pleading against a scgregation of the military and patriotic
youth of the country into smaller subdivisions and under spe-
cially formed methods of discipline. He continues:

And that the same species of arms, accouterments, and military appa-
ratus should be introduced in every part of the United States.

YWhy, Mr. President, we have got that., Thank Heaven, Con-
gress has gone that far. It has clothed the soldier with a
uniforin in the Natlonal Guard; it has given him a musket, aml
ziven necessary other equipment to the National Guard—artil-
lery, and so forth—similar apparatus to that used by the Reg-
ular Army.

As calling attention to the state of mind of some of the
older Senators in this body, I would particularly refer to some
of the remarks of the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr,
Lobee]; and I regret that he is not now in the Chamber.
Speaking of the present regulations, I presume, en April 4—
page 415 of the Recorp—he said that, in order for the Na-
tional Guard to get the Federal pay under existing law, it
was required that “there should be 24 drills of 1% hours
each and 5 days in eamp.” Was that any basis of eriticism of
the National Guard? Who iz responsible for that smail nuni-
ber of hours of drill? Who is any more responsible for there
being only five days in camp than is the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts?

The Senator from Massachusetts may have made an effort to
improve this condition—I hope he did; it would be to his credit
if he had done so—but why should he ignote what this bill
proposes to do much more? Why should he make 0 comparison
under the old law with reference to the militin, for which he
himself may be largely responsible, and not with what it is pro-
posed to do under this bill or a better? If the provisions of
the House bill are followed, 48 drills of an hour and a half each
are provided for, which is 72 hours; 15 days in camp, at 10
hours a day, make 130 hours, or 222 hours as the minimum
annual drill time for the National Guard, under the provisions
of the House bill. The Iouse gives only 15 days in maneuver
camps; but the bill which the Senate committee reports would
give a very much longer time for drilling in summer to the
National Guard, as it provides 24 days in camp for the National
Guard.

1 do not believe that 24 days is practieable; I do not believe
that at the rates of pay offered by this bill it will be possible
for the citizen soldiery of this country, the men who have homes
and families, to leave those homes and to abandon temporarily
the support of their families, as in many cases they would have
to do, on a soldier’s pay of 50 cents a day. I believe that the
provision of the House bill in that respect is more practicable
than is the Senate bill, and that, if anything, the pay for the
citizen soldier who is responsible in his community and respon-
sible fol the support of his family should be made somewhere
nearly equal to his average earnings when at home,

AMr, President, the Senator from Wyoming presented that tele-
gram from the Military Training Camps Association, and it was
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entitled to consideration; but I want to say right here that the
officers of the National Guard and the men of the National
Guard, year after year, decade after decade, have been con-
tributing their time and their money, without compensation
and in amounts compared to which this small amount of money
to be expended by these gentlemen going to the camps is utterly
trivial. I do not think, therefore, that it lies in the mouth of
any Member of this body to criticize any member of the National
Guard of this country for coming here, for being interested in
preparation, for presenting his views in connection with ad-
vancing the preparation for defense, about which he has not
been a mere talker, but in favor of which he has acted so hon-
estly and so earnestly and with so much expense to himself.

Mr. President, I really believe that our Regular Army needs
a little shaking up somewhere; I believe it needs a little ex-
tension of military public opinion, of the military knowledge of
this country, such as would be created from increasing the num-
bers and improving the discipline of the National Guard, for
instance. Our Regular Army is extremely slow to act in some
respects. I think the Military Committee of the Senate, which
has been charged with the burden of preparedness through
many years, and which is as much responsible for our present
condition as any other body of men in the country, ought to
have the advantage of more alacrity, broader recommendations,
and more genuine suggestion of preparedness from the higher
officers of the Army.

In this connection it is proper to give two instances which
I think throw a little light on this situation—personal ex-
periences of my own. In May, 1914, I introduced a resolution.
I had been thinking over the military situation and the situa-
tion in Mexico. 1t occurred to me that if we went into
Mexico—a possibility which did come about very recently—that
water and transportation would be the things the troops would
especially need. I introduced a resolution on that subject, and
it was sent to the Committee on Military Affairs:

Resolved, That the Committee on Military Affairs be, and it is hereby,
requested to prepare and bring in a bill for deﬁmngsthe duty and con-
ferring the power and means upon some part of the Bupply Corps of the
United States Army to enlist the necessary men of proper mechanieal
gkill and to acquire the necessary plpe, tools, pumping engines, well-
borin maehinerly. auto trucks, and other transportation for promptly
securinz and distributing water supplies for drinking and washing
purposes to United States troops in time of war or when war may be
considered possible; and that the object of said bill should be to
authorize all necessary details of officers from the Engineer Corps and
Medical Corps and to use all available mechanieal means in the hands
of a diselplined and effiment service to create and keep a good water
supply as near to the front as conditions render possible, and for
which urﬁ:sa {he present contract system for Army water supply is
obviously inadequate; and that the said general purpose of sald bill
may be connected, if feasible, with increased facilities for the distribu-
tion of ammunition and food and water to advanced forces.

What became of that resolution? I presume it slumbers to-
day on the files of the Military Committee; but, it has been
stated in the papers—and with apparent truth—that when this
movement into Mexico took place the other day the Army was
without water tanks to send along with the men, and that the
Standard Oil Co., out of its abundant means, had permitted our
little Army to have six automobile water tanks which the Stand-
ard Oil Co. was just then providing for its purposes. This
special subject had been called to the attention of the Military
Committee, and possibly by them to the supply corps of the
United States Army, in May, 1914, and yet the United States
Army, moving a few thousand men into Mexico, has to accept
automobile water tanks from the Standard Oil Co.!

Mr, President, there is another little inecident to which I
desire to refer. I happened to be in the Military Committee
one day when an officer was testifying. I never saw him before,
but he would make an impression upon any observer as being a
man of force and an officer of unusual attainments. After the
members of the committee were through questioning him the
chairman, with great courtesy, permitted me to ask him a couple
of questions, and I asked him about the contest that is now
going on along the whole European front between guns of fixed
position and guns of concealed position. The great military
struggle in Europe to-day is being determined in large part by
this contest between the concealed great guns of position, for
the fixed positions are abandoned. Col. Glenn, in answer to
that question, filed a brochure dealing with the question of guns
of concealed position, which is a part of the testimony taken by
the Military Committee of the Senate. In that brochure he
showed the very great utility of great movable and hidden guns;
for the struggle now is between the eyesight of the flying foreces
and the skill of the men who handle the big guns. The big guns
are conecedled in every sort of position. They are placed under
liouses, placed behind hills, placed in little pieces of timber,
placed wherever they ean be concealed from the spying eye of
the flying forces of the adversary. On either hand there is a

tunnel leading from the gun to a dugout, and the artillerists
handling a gun, whenever the enemy find where that gun is and
commence to shell it, disappear like prairie dogs in these two
side tunnels, and after the bombardment is ever they come out
a;:ld take what is left of their gun at night and put it in a new
place.

That is the process going on in this war with reference to great
guns. Col. Glenn testified that the great guns of fixed position
in the fortress of Verdun had been removed by the French and
hidden behind the fertress in concealed positions. I state this
to prepare you for the letter I am about to read; and I hope
the chairman of the Military Committee will not leave the Cham-
ber, because I think this is a significant little cirenmstance that
surely ought not to miss his attention. Here we are, 16 months
after Liege and Namur, where great concrete and steel fortresses
were destroyed by shell fire of the guns of concealed position,
and here is a letter written by Gen. H. L. Scott, Chief of Staff,
United States Army, in which he describes the position of our
Army in that respect to-day:

WaAR DEPARTMEXT,
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF,
Washington, D, 0., February 1, 1916,

My Dean Mg, Dick: I am very sorry not to have seen you when
you were here, To-day is the first time I have been out ce then.
*“I took mp the subject of the mobile guns of large caliber a i:ar ago
and have been agitating it ever since, with the result that we have got
the Becretary of War and the Assistant Seeretary on our side, and we
have estimates in for six, to begin with. After we once get the car-
riange design approved we can get more. I belleve they are very neces-
sary on th coasts and intend to do all I can to get mobile guns of
large caliber with carriage on trucks and raflway carriages."”

egretting I have not the opportunity of sceing you, I am,
Ever gincerely, yours,
H. L. Bcorr.

Mr. Evaxs R. Dick,

30 Broad Street, Now York, N, Y.

Mr. Dick had been discussing with me the guestion of movable
guns of position, and this letter was so deseriptive of the general
condition of our defenselessness that he sent it to me in connec-
tion with our previous conversation.

Mr. President, I have a great deal of respect for Gen. Scott;
he is a brave old soldier, and I am glad that he is making this
fight for these six guns; but what a pitiful picture this letter
presents! We have no coast defenses, Mr. President. We
have some harbor defenses—and great movable guns are needed
for the defense of our country generally. There ought to be
600 such guns; and yet we have nof a carriage designed and in
condition to be approved, and after we get a carriage approved
the General thinks he can get some more. Why, Mr. President,
with this nakedness of ours from a military standpoint clearly
apparent, what is this strange hypnetic control that some
inflnences are exercising over the preparedness of this country?
They are the very same influences, I believe, that when we
come here striving for uniformity in the citizen soldiery of the
United States oppose provision for the National Guardsmen,
who can be furnished so much more cheaply than the wvolun-
teers and in so much greater numbers for the protection of the
country., The whole thing has elements of mystery. The aver-
age Regular soldier costs $1,150 a year; the average Citizen
soldier in the National Guard, as I have shown, costs $170 a
year. With all the pay and equipment that this bill proposes
to give them, with all the increased power of discipline it pro-
poses to give over them, five or six national guardsmen can be
provided for the same cost of one soldier in the Regular Army,
and in the first year two guardsmen can be furnished for the
cost of one volunteer.

Mr. President, it has been testified by all the military
that the defense of this country is no small thing; that anything
less than a possible force of one or two million men is com-
parative defenselessness, Where are you going to get one or
two million men for genuine defense? The only possible way is
by the more economiecal method of disciplining the citizen sol-
dier, the man who supports himself at home, the man who is
not segregated from the productive activities of the Nation.

I desire now to discuss for a little while the constitutional
objections which have been submitted here, especially by the
able Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boran]. It is obvious that that
Senator has strong feelings against the National Guard. I do
not believe, however, that his feelings would affect his con-
clusions as a lawyer. They ecertainly do affect his figures
when he speaks about the National Guard. I was struck the
other day while he was talking that every time he mentioned
the expenditure for the National Guard wnder this proposed
legislation he added $10,000,000 or $15,000,000 to the round
numbers, with a certain soaring of arithmetical enthusiasm
that showed a feeling of condemmation on the inside,

Mr. BORAH. Mr, President——
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The VICE PRESIDENT. - Does the Senator from Maryland
vield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. LEE of Maryland. With great pleasure.

Mr. BORAH. May I ask the Senator if it is not true, not-
withstanding I soared occasionally on the question of figures,
that I always kept below the estimates which are given by the
House committee for the expense of the National Guard under
its plan, and below the estimates given by the Senate com-
mittee for the expense of the National Guard under its plan?

Mr. LEE of Maryland. Mr. President, I was so far away
from the distinguished Senator that I could only sce that he
was soaring. I really do not recall the exact figures he used.
I eould see that he had not made any deduction whatever for
the corrections that I had worked out and applied to the esti-
mates of the committee. I could see that he had not taken in
that mere little bagatelle of an error which the committee
brought in here of $19,000,000 for the first year's cost of the
National Guard,

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mary-
land yield to the Senator from Wyoming?

-Mr. LEE of Maryland, With great pleasure.

Mr. WARREN. Does the Senator believe the committee
made an error of $19,000,0007

AMr. LEE of Maryland., That is my impression.
yielding the floor, My, President.

Mr. WARREN. I desire to answer that, but I do 110t care to
occupy the floor against the Senator’s wishes.

Mr. LEE of Maryland. I am perfectly willing lo have the
Senator deal with it while I am on my feet; but the Vice Presi-
dent has taken the position that 1 would lusc the floor

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The Chair understood the
Senator from Wyoming to ask if it were not true that a certain
report showed certain figures different from what the Senator
had been asserting.

Mr. WARREN. The Senator puts a different construction
upon the figures, and I was going to correct it, if he would
allow me to do so.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator is at liberty
to yield at his pleasure the first time. He does not forfeit
the floor until he has yielded the second time, The Senator
is at liberty to yield to the Senator from Wyoming or anybody
else the first time, for any sort of discussion he sees proper to
engage in.

Mr. LEE of Maryland. I should be glad to have the Senator
suggest the correction while I am on my feet.

Mr. WARREN. The $19,000,000 that the Senator speaks of
to be deducted, was the cost of the equipment that is with the
National Guard. Under section 56, providing for the enlistment
of volunteers, there is an amount charged up there for the sane
kind of equipment, or a similar equipment, that amounts to
nearly the whole sum.

“Mr. LEE of Maryland.
year.

Mr. WARREN. Yes; of course it is money spent; but to go
further, and say that the average per man is more, is not
correct.

Mr. LEE of Maryland. I simply take the position, Mr. Presi-
dent, that when the committee comes in with an estimate for
the National Guard of the first-year cost, and includes in it the
expenditures that have been made through 10 years past, it is
not a proper first-year estimate.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a ques-
tion, in order that I may be right?—Dbecause I do not desire to
misrepresent.

Mr, LEE of Maryland. Certainly.

Mr. BORAH. What does the Senator estimaie to be the cost
of the National Guard per annum after the third year?

Mr. LEE of Maryland. I have made no examination after
the first year. I simply dealt with the first year, and I was
kept pretty busy keeping up with the apparent errors of the
committee for the first year. I have not had time to go into
the estimates of the committee for the second and third and
fourth years; but when, by correspondence with and visits to
the department, I found a variation of $£19,000,000, it became
necessary to attend to some other business, and I really did
not have the time to inquire how much of this old material has
been charged over and over again in these columns, if any. I
presume, however, that the cost was carried along; because if
you ean put into a first-year estimate for the year 1917 expendi-
tures made for material for 5 or 10 years back, then there is no
reason why you should not put in with equal equity for the year
1918 the expenditures for 1917 and sundry years behind that.

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boran] attacked the militia on
the theory that they had usurped the powers of courts. I could

I am not

That has got to be spent for the first

not help thinking, as he spoke, how much easier it would be for
local courts and local sentiment in a State to correct any mili-
tary usurpation by loeal soldiery than it would be to correct a
national soldiery guilty of the same form of usurpation; and
undoubtedly military power always will be guilty of usurpation
in dealing with the affairs of citizens under martial or semi-
martial conditions.

On one day the Senator from Idaho argued that the power of
appointment by the States of local officers would give large
local influence over the militia; and he quoted from Mr Hamil-
ton, the Federalist, No. 29, to the effect that the power of ap-
pointing officers would always secure a local influence in con-
nection with the militia forces of the State. :

Mr. President, I think that is a most execellent em?ct I think
that in a republic there should be some local sympathy, some
local knowledge, some local connection in the mind and the
political conscience of the officer. I think that is perhaps the
fundamental reason why Gen. Washington and the framers of
the Constitution provided, in this remarkable part of section 8,
for that excellent balance in dealing with the militia between
the States and the Nation as represented by Congress.

There are in that section only two powers reserved to the
States—the appointment of the officers and the authority of
training. Those two powers are reserved to the States, but
that reservation is subject to an absolute control, beeause the
appointment of the oflicers and the authority of training the
militia has to be * according to the diseipline preseribed by
Congress.” .

Mr. HARDWICK., Not the appointment of the ofliieers.

Mr. LEE of Maryland. Certainly, both; and why separate
them? How could the constitutional mind of Washington, the
praetical mind of Washington, consider the training of troops
separately from the selection of the oflicers? They go together.

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. President, 1T should like to ask the
Senator if he will put in the REcorn, in connection with his re-
marks, the language of the Constitution on which he bases that
remarkable contention.

Mr. LEE of Maryland.
just quoted it—

Neserving to the States, respeetively,

I will with great pleasure. 1 have

the appointment of the officers
and the authority of training the militia according to the discipline -
preseribed by Congress.

There is not an intimation that the discipline does not
apply to the selection of the officer, as well as to the training
that the officer is to give. Nemarkable? Why, it is the inevi-
table meaning of plain language.

Let us turn to the dictionary.

Mr. HARDWICK. - If the Senator will pardon me just a
moment, there is a comma after the words “ appointment of the
officers,” is there not? TIs it not a complete sentence?

Mr. LEE of Maryland. Noj; there is no comma after
word “ officers ™ in the copy T have.

Mr. HARDWICK. There is in the Constitution.

Mr. LEE of Maryland. 1 do not think, Mr. President, that
the comma would deprive Congress of its jurisdiction, even if
it should be found to be there. I am inelined to think that
this serious question of providing n disecipline for the militia,
and for the qualifications of the officers who apply that dis-
cipline, is something that the Constitution intended Congress
to have the power to control.

The word * preseribe,” Mr.

the

President, is no mild word. It
means “to set or lay down authoritatively for direction or
control; to give as a law or direction; to lay down laws or
rules; to give dirveetions " ; and one of the synonyms is “ dictate.”

The word *“discipline ™ is a strong word, Mr. President. It
means ' systematic fraining or subjeetion to authority; ecspe-
cially, the training of the mental, moral, and physical powers
by instruction and exercise, and by authoritiative control and
direction; a eourse of exercise and practice in order to bring
and keep under control, and to qualify for lharmonious and
effective action; the state of being subject to rule, or under
control or command ; systematic obedience ; subjection ; as, * his
men are under perfect diseipline '; a system of rules or method
of practice.”

With these extensive powers reserved to the Congress of the
United States, it is a singular thing that throughout more than
100 years of our history these powers have practically lain
dormant; and only in the last 10 or 12 years, stung, perhaps,
by the pitiable and miserable losses of the Spanish War, the
horrible sicknesses that came from a lack of preparation, has
there been some slight effort by Congress to exercise its ex-
tensive powers over the ecitizen soldiery of this country.

This is, indeed, a remarkable provision. It carriées with it

It par-
and it is

a perfect balance befween the State and the Nation.
allels the balance in all the rest of the Constitution;
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by reason of this provision, which, I believe, expresses the best
thought of the best period of our Natior’s life that I would
prefer to see a harmonious militia, well disciplined, well armed,
well organized, provided for and carried on by the Federal
power granted to Congress under this section, and why I would
prefer that that remnant of local sympathy which section 8 of
nrticle 1 would leave in the local soldiery should be left there for
the protection of this great country from internal revolution.

Mr, President, in arming a great Nation we must arm it to
repel attacks from within as well as attacks from without. We
are arming to-day because we are convinced, as the chairman
of the committee has wisely said, that man is a predatory
animal, and that charaecteristic applies to men within national
boundaries just as well as it does to men outside of national
boundaries; and it especially applies to us, who are composed
of all the nations that make up the peoples of the world.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I want to call the attention of
{he Senate and the attention of the gentlemen who stick in the
bark on the power of Congress to organize, arm, and discipline
the inilitia, to how natural and consistent it is to organizing
and disciplining the militia that the words “ according to the
discipline prescribed by Congress,"” the last words in this par-
ticular clause of section 8, article 1, apply back to both the
appointment of officers and the aunthority of training, because
the dppointment of the oflicer and the training that the officer

* gives are essentially the same function. The selection of the
agent and the action of the agent are naturally contemplated
in one mental process. To say that Congress can control, by
preseribing a discipline, the action of the agents—the training—
but is cut off, by a comma, from applying a discipline to ap-
pointing the agents—the officers—is to argue for an unreason-
nble incongruity. I mean, of course, the providing, as to
officers, for certain general characteristies which a discipline,
a rule of conduct, a law laid down, could provide—that these
officers, from whom the authority of the State could make the
appointment, must have gqualified in some general way showing
their ability to be officers. :

Now, Mr. President, very briefly, I want to call the attention
of the Senate to the corresponding language of the Swiss con-
stitution in Article 21. It will be found in full on page 9 of
Senate Document 360 :

The composition of these bodies of troops, the maintenance of their
effective strength, the appointment and promotion of their officers, shall
Lelong to the Cantons, subject to general regulations which ghall be
fssued to them by the Confederation.

In Switzerland, under the general military law of 1907, which
I have included in Senate Document No. 360, that works out in
this way: The great body of the troops of Switzerland are
Cantonal troops. There are 22 Cantons in Switzerland. The
country is divided as to races also. Two-thirds of the Swiss
are German and the remaining third are French and Italian.
All of their public documents are printed in the three langunges.
They have had to combine the 22 separate States or Cantons
and three separate races into one effective Confederation for
military purposes, and they have accomplished that combina-
tion and have presented to the world the spectacle of a perfect
urmy composed of a citizen soldiery. :

Why, Mr. President, for some yenrs I used to be troubled by
this continual slurring of the militia of this country, and I had
zotten into my nature a little of the distrust of the ultimate
possibilities that could be brought about by a citizen soldiery
is a line of defense for our gountry. I had heard so much of
this that I have made n study of Switzerland's military law
und of her constitution as bearing on this guestion, and of the
result of that law as expressed by the army that defends that
country to-day. I have had considerable difficulty in getting
some of this testimony. Irom about page 45 to page T0 of
that document, the testimony bearing upon the efficiency of the
Swiss Army is entirely new. It embraces the report of our
present military attaché for Switzerland, Capt. Exton, of the
United States Army.

The authorities of the War College refused to let me have
that report, basing the refusal upon the order of the Secretary
of War, Mr. Garrison. I did not argue the question with the
reneral who refused to permit the copying of this document
because I have respect for him. I believed him to be a good
officer and that he properly construed his orders from Secretary
of War Garrison as he understood them. But in view of the
faet that Switzerland was a neutral country, in view of the fact
that all the spies of all the world are there or could be there,
it seemed to me perfectly obvious that there was no impropriety
in publishing Capt. Exton's report.

But, as I say, I did not argue the question with our military
authorities, but applied, through the State Department, to the
Swiss military authorities for their permission to publish this

report, and in that connection received from them a brief state-
ment showing the number of men mobilized in Switzerland and
the time of that mobilization, and afterward secured an order
from the present Secretary of War, Mr. Baker, for this evidence.

I wish to read into the Recorp what Capt. Exton, of the
Artillery—now stationed in Switzerland, at Berne—says about
the Swiss soldier:

The soldier: The appearance and work of the soldier during the
few days of mobilization showed hlm to have so benefited by his pre-
vious training in service as to make the Swiss Army probably the best-
trained army, for its size, in tha world to-day.

Every man seemed thoroughly familiar with his duty, which he per-
formed more or less as a matter of business.

The discipline appeared excelient and of the character that is
cheerfully accepted rather than malntained by force. The relation
between officers and men was quite intimate at times, yet there was at
the same time such an observance of details as might be found only
in the German Army.

As a matter of fact, everything about the Bwiss Army, especlally
H}eir thoroughness as to details, seems modeled after the German

¥

my.

The officers: An officer of the line should never bLe judged, except
after some considerable scrvice either in campaign or at maneuvers—
yet from the work observed during mobilization and from conversa-
tions with Swiss officers during the past three months it is believed
that the Swiss officers will, especially since thelr service during the
%%ai_ﬂd;'ear. compare favorably with the officers of any army in the

1t must be remembered that the Swiss officers are selected from the
educated men of Switzerland, and among them are found the leading
men of every profession and business; and when one considers that
in order to have reached the grade of second lieutenant he must have
spent at least 336 days at intensive military training, 144 days of
which is principally school work, one realizes the seriousness with
which the service is accepted and the standard of thoroughness which
may be attained in such a militia system. f

Mr. PRESIDENT, I want to emphasize the fact that this
is a militia system—this best-disciplined army of its size to-day
in Europe.

If any Member of the Senate has any doubt as to what could
be accomplished by the National Guard of the United States
by Congress preseribing a discipline and by organizing an army
and disciplining the militia, let him read this pamphlet and see
what the Swiss have done for thelr army.

It is said, in extenuation of the failure of Congress to act,
that Switzerland is a small eountry and that the mobilization
which has been so effective, and which is made there every sum-
mer is relatively easy. Why, Mr. President, we can mobilize
200,000 men in sections every summer and mobilize our entire
Guard and Federal Army every summer in as small n section
as Switzerland covers if necessary. Compared with the re-
sources of Switzerland, our resources are unlimited.

In this connection, and in conclusion, I want to read into the
Recorp the language of Mr. Chief Justice Marshall, from MeCul-
loch against Maryland, page 420, in which that great Chief Jus-
tice lays down the limitations of the implied powers of Congress.
Why, Mr. President, if there were nothing in this section 8 except
the words * organizing, arming, and disciplining,” the Implied
powers would give Congress the necessary control of the details
of that organization, arming, and disciplining; and the excep-
tions to the States from that large authority given Congress over
the militia—the appointment of the officers and the authority to
train—expressly limited and, as just now shown, are subject to
the discipline prescribed by Congress. I maintain that under
the powers of Congress this body has the right to see to it that
the officer has the character and ecapacity, and that the officer
with the capacity is the one appointed by the local authorities,
and that the officer when appointed shall train the militia accord-
ing to the discipline. The whole express power would be useless
without the implied power to eause a discharge of an officer and
to see to it by inspection that the officer acts aceording to the
discipline,

With that suggestion I include the following language from-
McCulloch v. Maryland (4 Wheat. U. 8. Sup. Ct., 420) :

We admit, as all must admit, that the powers of the Government are
limited, and that its limits are not to be transcended. But we think the
sound construction of the Constitution must allow to the National Legis-
lature that discretion, with respect to the means by which the powers
it confers are to be ecarried into execution, which will enable that body
to perform the high duties assigned to it in the manner most beneficiai
to the ple. Let the end be legitimate, let it be within the scope of the
Constitution, and all means which are appropriate, which are Flainl,\r
adapted to that end, which are not prohibited but consistent with the
letter and spirit of the Constitution, are constitutional.

Mr. HARDWICK, Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Georgia
suggests the absence of a quorum. Let the Secretary call the
roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an-
swered to their names:

Ashurst Catron CIan Culberson
Brandegee Chamberlain Clark, Wyo. Cummins
Burleig! Chilton Clarke, Ark. Curtis
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du Pont Lane Overman Smith, 8, C,
linger Lee, Md. Page Smoot
Hard Lewls Phelan Swanson
Hardwick Ezgpitt Pittman Thomas

Hitcheock dga Poindexter hi
Hughes M. mber Pomerene Warren
Husting Martin, Va. Robinson Weeks
Johnson, Me. Nelson Saulsbury Williams
Johnson, 8. D. 0 Shafroth

Jones O'Gorman mrﬂ

Kenyon Oliver , Md.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Fifty-three Senators having
answered to their names, a quorum of the Senate is present.
The guestion is on the adoption of the substitute offered by the
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCumser] for section 56.

Mr. McOUMBER. Mr. President, just a word in explanation
of the difference between section 56 and the substitute offered.

Section 56 is weak in that it does not start with any organized
unit and there is no incentive to induce men to go somewhere
to meet some one else from somewhere whom they have never
met for the sole purpose of being drilled for four weeks.

The substitute lays hold of an organization of a military
character already created, and everywhere throughout the coun-
try, whose very existence springs from the military instinet—an
organization which would earnestly welcome this opportunity
for greater perfection of drill and greater knowledge of military
tactics.

Section 56 depends for its success upon the individual impulse
of the citizen without support and without that animation which
organized numbers alone ecan evoke,

The substitute utilizes the enthusiasm of youth which has
already found expression in organization and directs it into the
realm of accomplishment and national usefulness,

Section 56, in my judgment, will not bear the fruitage ex-
pected by its authors. A 30-day enlistment and drill each year
at your own expense, which binds you to give your services at
a time you may believe they are not needed, or they can with
less hardship be performed by others whose situation is more
favorable, is not a very great inducement to enroll under this
section. The difficulty in securing an enlistment of 20,000 men,
recently authorized, might well open our eyes to the reality of
this condition.

The substitute, because it is giving just the opportunity
which these students wish, will, in my judgment, result in more
offers than the Government could aceept.

Section 56, if it could be made a success at all, would give
an army of about 260,000 at the utmost.

The substitute would give an army of at least 750,000 to
begin with, and as each student would be subject to eall in
ease of war up to the age of 45 years, would in a very few years
give us an auxiliary army of millions.

Section 56 provides for a training of 30 days annually, cer-
tainly a very meager training for a soldier.

The substitute would require training one day each week
for 9 or 10 months, as is the present rule, and this in addi-
tion to the eamp life and camp training of at least two months
on the larger scale.

Section 56 contemplates the training of those who are outside
or beyond the student age. It would draw men from their
business and occupations.

The substitute operates during the student life in association
with it, supplementing the mental with physical exercises, as-
sisting in developing both the mental and physical, and without
any loss or waste of time,

Section 56, as already suggested in this debate, would give
us at least a quasi aristocratic organization of gentlemen—a
sort of exclusive military club.

This substitute draws the youth from every rank of life,
develops and intensifies the sentiment of brotherhood and equal-
ity, and sends them back into the avenues of civil life, thereby
preventing the military spirit from becoming the dominant
or controlling sentiment of those who are thus prepared for war.

Mr. President, I noticed in introducing the amendment I in-
advertently omitted three words, and I will ask to correct the
amendment before it is voted on. On page 2, line 7, after the
words “ high school,” I wish to insert * academy and college.”

Mr. HARDWICEK. Mr. President, I raise a question of order
as to whether the motion of the Senator from North Dakota,
which is a motion to strike out and insert, takes precedence
over the motion of the Senator from Maryland, which is a
motion simply to strike out.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The rule provides that one
shall not prejudice the other. It is not a motion in the third
degree, The Chair looks at the motion of the Senator from
North Dakota to insert the matter proposed by him in lien of
section 56 as the pending question.

Mr. HARDWICK., Does that take precedence of simply a
motion to strike out

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is in the nature of a
perfecting motion. The gquestion is on the amendment of the
Senator from North Dakota to the amendment.

The amendment to the amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question recurs on the
motion of the Senator from Maryland to strike out seetion 50.

Mr, CUMMINS. Mr. President, I desire to record my protest
against the tone of much of the argument that has been made in
favor of section 56. There is running through substantially all
that has been said in behalf of this section the thought, if not
the expression, that those of us who believe that it ought to be
expunged from the bill are not patriotic; that we are opposed to
adequate military preparedness. I do not suggest that those
who are for the section are less patriotic than I am; I do not
suggest that they are less sincere or earnest in their desire to
prepare this country against any danger that may beset her
than I am; and I appeal, as a matter of fairness, against the
intolerance which betrays itself in the suggestion that those of
us who believe that the National Guard as an organized reserve
in the country is better than the combination of the volunteer
reserve and the guard reserve are wanting in our duty at the
present moment.

I am just as sincerely in favor of preparedness—adequate,
reasonable, eflicient prepa as is the Senator from Ore-
gon or any other Senator in this body. I am opposed to the
section and to the force it proposes because I feel—it seems to
me that I know—that in the operation of the section or the
organization of the volunteer reserve army and the National
Guard both will become ineflicient; that the one will not be
created and the other will be disintegrated.

As I said once before in discussing this section, it is impossible
to believe that when peace comes—and I assume we do not
intend to be constantly in war—the Congress of the United
States will not appropriate $100,000,000 each year for the pur-
pose of maintaining an organized reserve. The whole history
of the country leads to no other conclusion than the one I have
just stated, and we are face to face with these alternatives, in
my opinion. We must either take the Guard, strengthen it as
we can or as we see fit, or we must take the volunteer army
and create it, with such eguipment and such organization as it
ought to have. It is unwise and impolitic to do both, for in the
struggle that will constantly be maintained between them we will
treat both meagerly, inadequately, and neither will ever con-
stitute the reserve toward which we are looking, .

I have no prejudice against the volunteer army. If Congress
desires to depend upon it rather than upon the National Guard,
I will not protest, and I will be willing to give it all the aid
that it needs in order to become a strong, dependable forece. I
believe that the guard is the better force. It is already or-
ganized. It already has the confidence of the young men upon
whom we must depend in the various States. We can maintain
it, we can perpetuate it, with vastly less expenditure of money
than will be required if we endeavor to raise a volunteer army
to a similar strength and a similar state of efficiency. We are
here ubout to authorize a regular army of 180,000 men, with
the authority on the part of the President in time of war to
raise it to 250,000 men. I do not assert——

Mr. LEE of Maryland. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Town
yield to the Senator from Maryland?

Mr. COMMINS. In just a moment. I do not assert that the
army proposed is too large. I do not believe it is too large,
although I will have a comment to make in a moment with
regard to the system we are employing with respect to the
Regular Army. I yield now to the Senator from Maryland for
a question.

Mr. LEE of Maryland. I would like fo ask the Senator just
one question. Is there any reason why discipline and maneuver-
ing, such as that furnished at Plattsburg, could not be fur-
nished to the National Guard somewhere?

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr, President, it is furnished in the Na-
tional Guard. There was no facility for training presented at
Plattsburg that is not presented in every field meeting of a
well-organized guoard, and I know——

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. President——

Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr, President——

Mr. CUMMINS. I know, because I have seen the guard in
operation, and I know something of its fidelity to the instruc-
tions that are imposed upon it by officers of the Regular Army.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Mississippi? v

Mr, CUMMINS. I yield first to the Senator from Georgia.
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Mr. HARDWICK. T merely want to suggest to the Senator
that the question of summer camps is not directly nor neces-
sarily associated with this volunteer army at all, and section
§2 of the House bill provides adequately for summer camps,
although the volunteer or continental army was discarded by
the House of Representatives.

Mr. CUMMINS. 1 quite agree with the Senator from
Georgia. 1 will now yield to the Senator from Mississippi for a
question.

AMr. WILLIAMS. I simply wanted to ask the Senator why
he thought there would be any deadly competition between this
volunteer force and the National Guard. It seems to me that
it would be emulation rather than competition, and that pro-
viding for the one furnishes no reason in the world for not
providing for the other. If the National Guard needs anything
at all it needs n healthy emulation. The Senator has just said
that the National Guard might have maneuvers, but they meet
only five days in the year, and the Senater must assuredly be
apprised of the fact that they can hardly master skirmish drill
during those five days, even if they served three years, which
would make 15 days. Assuredly the Senator must know that

there is nothing that could take place in connection with the |

foree provided for under section 56 which would either cripple
or Kkill or vigorously compete against the National Guard. He
must know that the men who will attend the so-called Platts-
burg drills under section 56 are men who, under no circum-
stances, would enlist in the National Guard. Now, why not
leave us both instead of merely one?

AMr. CUMMINS. Simply because I—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will state to the
Senator from Yowa that the interruption of the Senator from
Mississippi was not a question; it was a speech. If the Senator
vields again he loses his right to the floor under the rule.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I beg pardon. I did not hear what the
Chair said.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair said the inter-
ruption of the Senator from Mississippl was not a question; it
wus debate in the most positive terms.

Mr. WILLIAMS. With all due deference to the Chair, it
wis a question.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Senator from Mississippi.

AMr. WILLIAMS. There was nothing in it except a question.

Alr. CUMMINS. I will be guided by the judgment of the
Chair in that respect, and I will endeavor to conclude what I
have to say without incurring the hazard of losing the floor.

My reply to the Senator from Mississippi, because, however
claborate the statement, it was really a question, is this.
Congress will not maintain both. I do not mean to say that
Congress would not authorize such a camp as we had at Platts-
burg or at Fort Sheridan. The mere provision for such a camp
is not the scope of this section. It is true that these exhibitions
of military enthusinsm furnish illustrations to those speaking
for section 56 of its need or necessity, but section 56 has no
relation at all to temporary camps of the character to which
the Senator from Mississippi has referred. In section 56 we
are giving the President the power, without any real restric-
tion, fo raise an Army of 261,000 men, to arm them, fo equip
them, to command them. They are brought into the service
for the purpose of training. They are required to enlist in
the Army of the United States, and if that enlistment be in
the same terms as now required of enlisted men in the Regular
Army they will be reguired to obligate themselves to serve for
seven years in the Army for such length of time as the Presi-
dent may think best in training only, but with the power on
the part of the President to order them at any moment, when
war or threatened war seems before us, into the actual service
for the purpose of fighting the battles of the United States.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President——

Mr. CUMMINS. T yield now, Mr. President, for a question,
and a question only.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.

Mr. CUMMINS.
that regard.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator must be the
judge of his own rights.

Mr. CUMMINS. I yield for a question.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A question that will elicit
information and not convey argument or antagonize or support
the argument.

Alr. CUMMINS., The Senator from Mississippi will see that
I must yield only for a question.

The Chair differs with the

For a question only.
And I rely upon the Chair to protect me in

Mr, WILLIAMS. I am very sorry that question should have
been raised. I asked the Senator to yicld to me for a question.
I did not ask anything more.

Mr., CUMMINS. I yield for a question.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It does not make any dif-
ference for what purpose the Senator yields; if he is going to
permit the Senator from Mississippi to make a speech, his time
is exhausted. The Senator from Mississippi can make a speech
if he wants,

Mr. WILLIAMS. Considering the fact that the Chair and
the Senator from Iowa both seem to be suspicious of my motive,
I will not even ask the question.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Iowa will
proceed. *

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I beg to assure the Senator
from Mississippi that I am not suspicious of his motive. I
was compelled under the circumstances in order to retain the
floor to say that I yielded for a question, and I shall regret it
very much if—— ;

Mr. WILLIAMS. Then, I will ask the question.

Mr. CUMMINS. DMy, President, I will yield for a question.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The question is this. Will the Senator
tell me why there should be a question of competition rather
than merely a question of emulation between the National
Guard and this volunteer force?

Mr. CUMMINS, I will endeavor fo make—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is of opinion that
that is nothing but an argument, and the Senator must take
the chance of the Senator who interrogates him as to whether
or not he will confine himself to the rule. In the judgment of
the Chair the Senator from Iowa has forfeited the floor.

Mr. LEWIS. I ask unanimous consent——

Mr. CUMMINS. I ask unanimous consent that I may Dbe
allowed to continue,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. For what length of time
does the Senator desire to proceed?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, against the ruling of the
Chair just pronounced I respecifully take an appeal.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is very
have the Senator do that.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Because even under the ruling of the
Chair T have done nothing except to ask a question.

Thel PRESIDENT pro tempere. The question is
appeal.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, before the vote is taken
on the appeal I ask that the Reporter read precisely what the
Senator from Mississippi said.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair thinks that is
proper, and the Reporter will read. .

Mr. WILLIAMS. I ask that my language be read to the
Senate.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That will be done.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I ask that it be .done in order to prove
that it was nothing but a question.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That will be done. The
ruling is that the questicn must be such as to elicit information
about a question of fact, not in the nature of an argument, it
makes no difference whether it is long or short.

The Reporter read as follows :

Mr. WiLLiaxs. Then I will ask the question.

Mr. ComMixs, Mr. President, 1 will yield for a question. .

Mr. WiLiams. The question is this: Will the Senator tell me why
there should be a question of competition rather than merely a question
of emulation between the National Guard and this volunteer force?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Upon the ruling of the Chair I take an
appeal to the Senate upon the ground that even upon the Chair's
ruling a Senator has a right to ask another Senator a question.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If it is a question to elicit
information, the Chair agrees with the Senator.

Mr, GALLINGER. T ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The yeas and nays are called
for,

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If the rule is to be of any
value at all, it must be uniformly enforced and uniformly re-
spected. The Chair has not any power to enlarge it.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Before the question is taken I should like
to know, for information, what we are to vote on.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is whether or
not a question which conveys or calls for argument is a question
for information,

Mr. GALLINGER. I submit it is not that; that it is whether
the question submitted by the Senator from Mississippi is a
question which is allowable under the rule that has been estab-
lished by somebody, I do not know by whom.

glad to

on the
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the
roll.
The Secretary proceeded to call the roll, and called the name
of Mr. AsHURsT, who voted in the affirmative, and the names
of Mr. BAxkHEAD and Mr. BECKHAM.

Mr. POINDEXTER. I rise to a parlinmentary inquiry, Mr.
President. I should like to have the form of the proposition
we are to vote upon stated by the Secretary.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is, Shall the
ruling of the Chair stand as the judgment of the Senate?

Mr, BANKHEAD. Mr, President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Alabama.

Mr. BANKHEAD. 1 should like to know exactly what the
question is. There is so much confusion in the Chamber that
I have been unable to understand it.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair made a ruling
that the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Wirtrraars] had asked
a question which conveyed an argument. The Senator from
Mississippi appeals from the ruling of the Chair; and the ques-
tion is, Shall the opinion of the Chair stand as the judgment
of the Senate?

Mr. WILLIAMS., Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The roll call has started.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I desire to make a parliamentary inquiry, | ¥a
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A parlinmentary inquiry is |

not in order while the roll is being called. The roll eall will

1.ﬂ-'Jl‘lw.l Secretary resumed the calling of the roll.

Mr. CLARK
have a general pair with the senior Senator from Missouri [Mr.
Stoxg]. In the absence of that Senator I withhold my vote.

Mr. HOLLIS (when his name was called). I announce my
pair with the junior Senator from New York [Mr. WADSwoRTH]
ond withhold my vote.,

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine (when his name was called). I
have a general pair with the junior Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. Grox~al. In his absence I withhold my vote.

Mr. MYERS (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. McLeax]. He
being absent, and I not knowing how he would vote on this
question if he were present, I withhold my vote.

Mr. SAULSBURY (when his name was called). I have a
zeneral pair with the junior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Corr], and therefore withhold my vote,

Mr. ASHURST (when the name of Mr. SaorH of Arlzona
was called). My colleague [Mr. SarrH of Arizona] is unavoid-
ably absent from the Chamber.

Mr. TOWNSEND (when his name was called). I have a
general pair with the junior Senator from Florida [Mr. Bryax].
My colleague [Mr. SmrrH of Michigan] has a general pair with
the junior Senator from Missouri [Mr. ReEp]. As I understand
it, the Senator from Missouri and I are going to exchange those
pairs, so that I may transfer my pair to my colleague and the
Senator from Missouri may transfer his pair to the Senator
from Florida. I therefore vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr. WEEKS (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. James], who
is unavoidably absent, and I withhold my vote.

The roll call was concluded. i

Mr, DILLINGHAM (after having voted in the negative). I
should like to inquire if the senior Senator from Maryland [Mr.
Sarrra] has voted?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. He has not voted.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. I have a pair with that Senator, but 1
transfer that pair to the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr,
Pexrose] and will let my vote stand.

Mr. CHILTON (after having voted in the negative). I have
voted notwithstanding my pair, but I am very much in doubt
whether or not I should do so. I therefore withdraw my vote.

Mr. DU PONT (after having voted in the negative). I in-
quire whether the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Beceuaa] has
voted ?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. He has not.

Mr. DU PONT. I have a general pair with that Senator, and
not knewing how he would vote if present I withdraw my vote.

Mr. CURTIS. DMr. President, I desire to announce the fol-
lowing pairs:

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. ‘Gorr] with the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. TiLraan]; and

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. Beapy] with the Senator from
Florida [Mr. Frercaer].

Mr. BURLEIGH. I have a pair with the junior Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. Spiervs]. In his absence I withhold my vote,

and will let this annonncement stand for the day.

of Wyoming (when his name was called). T

The result was announced—yeas 24, nays 383, as follows:

YEAS—24,
Ashurst Hardwick Shafroth Taggart
Bankhead wis Bheppard Thomas
Chamberlain Martin, Va. Sherman Thompson
Clarke, Ark. Phelan Smith, Ga. Underwood
Culberson Ransdell Smith, 8. C. Vardaman
Gore Robinson Swanson Walsh
NAYS—33.
Brandegee Husting Norris Sterlin
Broussard Jones Oliver Sutherland
Catron Kenyon Dverman Townsend
Clapp Lane Page Warren
Commins Lee, M. Pittman Willlams
Curtis Lippitt Poindexter Works
Dillilngham Lodge Pomerene
Gallinger Mo(ﬁ.lmber Reed
Harding Nelson Smoot
NOT VOTING—39.

Beckham Fletcher La Follette SBhields
Borah Goft _ Lea, Tenn. Simmons
Brady Gronna McLean Smith, Ariz.
Bryan Hiteheock Martine, N. J. Smith, Md.
Burleigh Hollis Myers Smith, Mich,
Chilton Hughes Newlands Stone
Clark, Wyo. Jawmes O'Gorman Tillman
Colt Johnson, Me. Owen Wadsworth
du Pont Johnson, 8, Dak, Penrose Weeks

i Kern Saulsbury

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On the appeal of the Sena-
tor frem Mississippi, the yeas are 24 and the nays are 33.
So the decision of the Chair does not stand as the judgment of
the Senate. The Chair construes the action of the Senate without
any possible personal feeling in the matter. The only desire
of the Chair was to enforee what he understood to be the rule.
Now that the Senate has deliberately established another rule,
the Chair will just as loyally enforce that ene, if he can. So
we go back to the old practice of allowing the Senator on the
floor to be the judge as to whether or mot he shall be inter-
rupted, by whom, and for what purpose.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Mississippi? :

Mr. CUMMINS. I yield for a question only.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That is not any longer

necessary.

Mr. CUMMINS. I have, however, the privilege of limiting
the purpose for which I shall yield, Mr. President.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I recognize that the Senator from Iowa
can not yield for anything except a gquestion under the rules,
I do not ask him to yield at all; but, after the Senator is
through, I intend to make a few comments upon the ruling of
the Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
is advised.

Mr. CUMAMINS. Mr. President, I make no comment upon the
ruling of the Chalr, for there has been so much uncertainty
with reference to this particular matter that it is not strange
that there is difference of opinion about it; but I will proceed
at once to answer the question propounded to me by the Sen-
ator from Mississippi [Mr. Wizrrams].

The Senator from Mississippi asks why it is that there need
be any conflict between the National Guard and the Volunteer
Army to be organized under section 567 There is no conflict
in the sense in which the Senator from Mississippi uses the
word ; there is no feeling between them, or I hope there would
be no feeling between the men who would volunteer under sec-
tion 56 and the men who volunteer in the National Guard. It
is not beecause I think there would be any rancor or any contest
between these two bodies of men that I oppose section 56. I
oppoese it because, as I have said many times, it simply strikes
down our entire efficient organized force; and I marvel that
anybody who favors preparedness in any degree can see his
way clear to the creation of the volunteer force.

Why, Mr. President, we have authorized here a Regular
Army of 180,000 men. The Regular Army is our principal de-
fense; and now we propose not fo have reserves, as they are
ordinarily understood, but to create organized reserves in com-
panies, regiments, brigades, divisions, corps, to the extent of
more than 500,000 men, assuming that the National Guard is
enlisted to its full strength and that the Volunteer Armny is
enlisted to its full strength.

Mr. President, do you believe that the people of the United
States in times of peace will sustain, at an annual expense of
$100,000,000 or more, two organized bodies of reserves, with
their companies, regiments, and divisions, all ready to move
into the field actively, together with a Regular Army of 180,000
men? No. The disproportion is absurd; it is sustained by no
experience in the world. .

The Senator may do as he
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Mark you, I am not now speaking of the vast number of un-
organized trained young men who will be called upon to volun-
teer in the event of war; I am speaking of three great armies:
One constantly in the service, called the Regular Army; one
intermittently in the service, called the Volunteer Army; and
the third, intermittently in the service, called the National
Guard. We ought not to delude ourselves with any such pre-
tense as necessarily grows out of the situation I have just de-
scribed. i

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to
me for a question?

Mr. CUMMINS. I yield for a question, not under the rule,
but because I do not want to be interrupted for anything but a
question.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair does not under-
stand that there is any rule on the subject; but the Senator
may limit his concession to his colleague to suit himself.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Is it not a fact that every nation in the
world which has a reserve has a reserve which is three or four
times as large as its standing army?

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, that brings me to a very in-
teresting point in this discussion. I had intended to deal with
it at a later time, but, in answer to the inquiry of the Senator
from Nebraska, I might just as well express my opinion upon
it now.

The whole plan of preparation represented in the bill now be-
fore us is utterly inadequate. No nation in all time was ever
prepared for war under the volunteer system. I want that to
sink into the consciousness of the Senator from Nebraska. A
nation can not prepare itself for war under a volunteer system.
Volunteers will fight a war—and our main reliance, if we are
ever so unfortunate as to be engaged in war with a great nation,
will be upon volunteers—but we can not prepare so that we
are instantly ready to carry on a conflict of that kind through
the volunteer system. :

The Senator from Nebraska and the Senator from Oregon
have challenged those of us who favor the elimination of section
56 to a “show-down.” 1 am here to accept that challenge; I
am here to say that if we ever are prepared for war, if we
change the policy which has been maintained throughout the
whole life of the Republic and reach the conclusion that we
ought to be really prepared at an instant’s notice for a great
conflict, then we must abandon this theory, this traditional
volunteer regular army.

Why should the Senator from Nebraska or why should the
Senator from Iowa expect one of his fellow men to fight for
him at $15 a month and beard? It is absurd. If we ask the
citizens of the United States to organize themselves in sufficient
numbers to constitute a regular army which will be adeguate
against any attack that may be precipitated against us, then we
must have compulsory service. Why should the Regular Army
not be made up of all our citizens? I do not mean at the same
time, and I am not now speaking of the number which should
constitute the Regular Army ; but assuming, as this bill has as-
sumed, that we need a Regular Army of 250,000 men, and in
time of peace of 180,000, why do you ask men to enroll them-
selves in it at $15 a month and board? Why should not the
Senator from Nebraska and the Senator from Iowa, Iif we are
not both over age, take our chances and bear the burdens of
citizenship in a counfry like this? Why should we not con-
stitute a part of the Regular Army, if in the chances of con-
seription the lot should fall upon us?

I venture to say that the Regular Army provided for in this
bill—and I was really giad to hear the Senator from Oregon
yesterday grant its inadequacies in this respect—I venture to
say that the Regular Army provided for in the bill will never
be enlisted to the extent of 180,000 men, unless we engage in
war. When war comes, when the peril is upon us, then there is
a patriotism that springs to the country’s need, and supplies
the lack of attractiveness that we now see in the enlisted ranks.
Who will work for $15 a month under command of officers who
feel, and necessarily feel, all the anthority vested in them?

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HircHcock] himself read
only a day or two ago—and he was supplemented by the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. CHAMBERLAIN] a little later—that, notwith-
standing all the efforts that the Government was able to put
forth to enlist men under the authority recently granted to the
President, we had not yet, according to the Senator from
Oregon, enlisted 2,500 men, and that, too, notwithstanding the
fact that we are in some peril on account of the situation in
Mexico, a peril that might well stimulate and energize the
patriotism of all the people of this country.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, will not the Senator now
answer my question? .

Mr. CUMMINS. I have in substance answered the Senator’s
question.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I asked the Senator from Iowa to name a
single country in the world that maintains a regular army that
does not maintain a reserve several times as large as the army,
and the Senator has not answered the question. -

Mr. CUMMINS. There is no other country in the world that
has any such system as is here proposed unless some parallel
g)r‘;}:gjbe drawn between this plan and that followed by Great

n.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Let me ask the Senator another question.

Mr. CUMMINS. I will not enter into an argument with the
Senator from Nebraska, for I am answering his question. The
suggestion I have just made answers the question of the Senator
from Nebraska. Every country that declares as its policy com-
plete preparedness for war has every citizen of military age in
its reserve. It is not a question of willingness or unwillingness
to serve as a supplementary body ; it is a part of the policy of the
military nations to lay these burdens upon all their boys and
all their men until they pass the military age, and they are all
parts of one great army which we in this country would call the
Regular Army. I want, therefore, the Senators who are so
enthusiastic for preparedness to come, if they desire, and meet
that real issue. If it is to be insisted that this Nation shall
always be ready to engage any other nation in the world upon
a moment’s notice in war, then the volunteer system proposed by
this bill is a shadow hardly a beginning in the process of reform-
ing or changing or transforming the policy which has for more
than 100 years been observed among the American people.

I want to put an end now, for all time, if I can, to this con-
stant reproach in all the big newspapers of the land that anyone
who has the temerity to guestion the wisdom of anything that
is proposed in this bill is an enemy of his country and opposed
to proper preparedness. I resent that charge. I understand
perfectly that no Senator who has discussed the bill has directly
questioned the motives of any Senator who intends to vote for
the elimination of section 56; but I repeat that in every utter-
ance there is against those who favor its elimination an of-
fensive tone. We who believe that the National Guard should
constitute the organized reserve of the country, and believe that
any attempt to divide the contribution or the support given by
the General Government to the organized reserves will but
wealken them both and render both incapable of performing the
services expected of them, are just as devoted to the Union,
Just as attached to its honor, and just as determined to defend
its integrity as those who believe—honestly believe, I have no
doubt—that we ought to create these two bodies of organized
reserves.

I do not represent the National Guard any more than I repre-
sent the Regular Army or the volunteer army that might be
organized under this bill. I have just as much devotion to the
one as to the other. No man ean exceed me in his admiration
for the courage and the efficiency of the officers of the Regular
Army of the United States, and no man surpass me in his appre-
ciation of the devotion and the steadiness of the enlisted men.

Mr. HITCHCOOK, Mr. President, may I interrupt the Sena-
tor again?

Mr, CUMMINS. I yield for a question.

Mr, HITCHCOCK. Does the Senator contend that there is no
country which maintains a reserve several times larger than its
standing army, exeept in the case of involuntery service?

Mr. CUMMINS. I do not know of any.

Mr. HITCHCOOK. Well, I will tell the Senator.

Mr. CUMMINS. I hope the Senator will speak in his own
time. :

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I ask the Senator about Great Britain,
then?

Mr, CUMMINS. I made an exception of Great Britain. The
Senator heard me make the exception.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I ask the Senator about Spain and
Sweden, then?

Mr. CUMMINS. I have not examined the military Iaws of
Spain and Sweden, but I can not allow the Senator to inject
the legislation of those countries in my remarks. I would not
care if Sweden and Spain do maintain such a reserve; it would
not affect my judgment of American human nature or my
opinion with respect to the best course that the Congress of the
United States onght to pursue. When I come to exaimine those
laws, I have no doubt that I will find that they agree in sub-
stance with the statement I have made.

Mr. President, it is not for me to defend the National Guard
against some of the insinuations and aspersions which have
been cast upon the members of that military body—I mean the
aspersions growing out of their interest in the legislation and
out of the telegrams which they have sent to certnin Members
of this body. I would be the last man to excuse the tone of
the letter read this morning at the suggestion of the Senator
from New York [Mr. O'Gorumanw]. I agree that it was offensive;
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but are we to condemn 120,000 of the best boys in the country—
not better, of course, than their brothers in the same community,
but boys with whom I, at least, am proud to associate; boys
who understand their duty to their country, and are proud to
perform it—are we to impeach them and overthrow their reputa-
tion because an ill-considered letter was written by one officer
of the Guard to a Member of this body?

The injustice of holding, or trying to hold, or suggesting that
we hold, all the members of the Guard responsible for an intem-
perate, injudicious act committed by one of them must be so
apparent that I need not further enlarge upon it.

I know that the members of the National Guard—while I
do not speak for them; I have no authority to speak for them—
are simply attempting to do what they believe best for their
country. They have no other motive save the motive which
actuates all of us to do the thing which will promote the
strength and ‘the dignity and the safety of the United States.
If they are mistaken with regard to the effect which this see-
tion will have upon their organization, it is a mistake in which,
without any influence whatsoever from them, I share, because
1 believe that these two bodies of organized reserves will not
be maintained by the United States. It is uneconomical; it is
unmilitary ; it is indefensible from my point of view, and we
ought not o enter upon that experiment. I repeat that if the
Senate honestly believes that the Volunteer Army will con-
stitute a better source, a more reliable and dependable source
of strength if we fall into the misfortune of war, then we ought
to bend all our energies to the creation of a body of reserves
in that way. My contention is that we are defeating the very
object we are trying to attain when we endeavor to create
and maintain these two distinet bodies in cur military force.

Mr. President, if I believed that the National Guard had any
sinister design upon the liberties of our eountry; if I coulid see,
in the efforts that have been made to promote their organization,
any desire to infringe upon the rights of citizens; if I could see,
in all that they do, anything but a deep, profound desire to
render service to their country, and service of the exact kind this
bill contemplates, I would not feel so earnestly about it. But
being sure of their patriotism, and being sure of their persistent
energy, and being sure, if we give to them whatever aid we can
and federalize them so far as we can, that when the moment
comes when we need military strength we can get in that way
more of it and of a better quality than we could possibly get in
the way proposed by the committee. I am doing what I can to
maintain them as a permanent body, simply because I believe
that if they are made to understand that their future depends
upon the maintenance of these two independent bodies all spirit
will be driven out of them, and we will have delivered a fatal
blow io their growth and their efliciency.

Allow me to say to the Senator from Mississippi that if this
section provided only for such experiments as were conducted
over the country last year in the way of camps to which men
who had no opportunity to ally themselves with the Guard could
resort, I would have no objection whatever to it; but these camps
are not the things provided for in this section. If we want to
give the men who spend their vacations in this way an oppor-
tunity to do it under more favorable eircumstances, 1 will join
in any legislation which has that for its object. But that is not
the object of the section. The purpose of the section is to enlist
an army of 260,000 reserves—organized reserves. The object of
the militia portions of the bill, or the Guard portions of the bill,
is to enlist a body of reserves of the same number; and I am
impelled to the conclusion that the effort to maintain them both
will prove a disastrous failure.

Mr. HARDWICK and Mr, WILLIAMS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The Senator from Missis-
sippi indicated that he desired to address the Chair. If the
Senator from Georgin will excuse the Chair, he will recognize
the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. HARDWICK. Certainly, Mr. President.

Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. President, I rise merely for the pur-
pose of explaining the recent appeal from the decision of the
Chair, the grounds upon which it was based, and the result
which alone can legitimately follow from it; and in that con-
nection it becomes absolutely necessary to say something about
the obiter dictum involved in the decision of the Chair.

After the Senate had ruled on my appeal the Chair an-
nounced that the Chair would go back to the old practice.
Now, that was not the object of the appeal; that was not the
result of the appeal; and that ought not to be the effect of the
appeal. I am talking now in order to straighten out future
rulings of the Chair.

I am just as much opposed as anybody is to a Senator upon
the floor farming out the floor to other Senators under the
guise of asking questions in order that other Senators may

make speeches; nor was that principle to the slightest degree
involved in the appeal, except by the obiter dictum of the Chair,
and it was purely obiter dictum at that. I am opposed to that
because it is dilatory, because it is objectionable in every
possible way, and because the past rulings of the Presidents
and Presidents pro tempore of the Senate have pronounced it
objectionable and dilatory.

Mr. President, the question between you and the Senate,
or between you and me which was decided by the Senate, was
this: Was my interjection into the remarks of the Senator
from JIowa [Mr. Cuamaixs] a question or was it an argument? -
That is all. All that the Chair was called upon to decide was
whether it was a question or an argument. The Chair decided
that it was an argument. Now it becomes necessary to state
just what occurred.

I rose and asked the Senator from Towan If he would yield
to a question. He yielded to a question. Even if after that
I had put something to him that was not a question, the Sen-
ator from TIowa would not have been responsible for it and
could not in justice have been held responsible for it. He
could have interrupted me the moment I transcended the limits,
and could have said to me, “That is not a question; it is an
argument.” Or the Chair could have interrupted me and could
have said, “ The Senator from Towa has yielded for a question,
and the Senator from Mississippi is making a speech er an
argument,” and then the Chair would have been exactly right.
But I asked the Senator from Iowa to yield to me for a ques-
tion, and the Senator from Iowa yielded to me for a question,
and yielded for no other purpose; and in taking the appeal from
the decision of the Chair I was not taking it to protect myself,
I was taking it to protect the Senator from Iowa.

When the Senator ylelded for a question, I propounded this
question: * Why does the Senator from Iowa contend that these
two clauses relating to the volunteer force and the National
Guard constitute a competition rather than an emulation?

Now, I may be stupid; I may be almost idiotie, and at times
I think most of us are; but if I could frame a question at all,
that would be an interrogation. I framed it in that way be-
cause, just a moment before that, the Chair had given me an
intimation, upon a previous so-called question, that I must not
argue; and if the Chair had made the ruling upon the previous
question the Chair would have been right. Dut the Chair did
not make it there. The Chair made it upon the last question,
which was nothing in the world but a question.

Now, the Chair knows me and I know the Chair, and we
both know that there could not be any question of personal
antagonism that anybody in the world could raise between us
two. I do think, however, that when the Chair went out of his
way, after the Senate had decided the question against the
Chair and in favor of my appeal, to say that hereafter we will
go back to the old practice—and the old practice admitted of
infinite farming out of the floor by one Senator to another—the
Chair was pronouncing purely an obiter dietum which the
Chair had no right to pronounce. The Chair had ne right to
say that the effect of the vote of the Senate upon that appeal
was to say that hereafter any Senator may farm out the floor
for any sort of an interruption, because what the Senate really
did decide was this, and this only—that my interruption was
an interrogative interruption, and not an argumentative inter-
ruption.

The Senate decided that I was right in that contention and
that the Chair was wrong in that contention, and that is all
that the Senate decided; and I decline to let the Chair make
out of that appeal, and out of its successful maintenance by
the Senate, the contention that hereafter any occupant of the
Chair—he or anybody else—will be justified in ruling that one
Senator has a right to interrupt another for the purpose of
making a speech or an argument, rather than mercly for the
purpose of asking a question.

Mr. President, it may be said that a man may ask a question
for information or he may ask a question in order to puncture
an argument; but provided it be a question and a mere infer-
rogation, the ultimate motive of the question does not apply.
I may ask some Senator, who is talking about the negro ques-
tion, where he lives. That may involve an argument, because
if he lives where there are no negroes he may give me one
answer, and if he lives where there is a majority of them he may
give me another. It might be said that the question involved an
argument, but not in the question. It would involve, perhaps,
an argument in the answer, but not in the question itseif.

I rose, Mr. President, merely to say that the decision of the
Senate meant only what the Senate decided, not what the Chair,
by obiter dictum, put into it by remarks which were fotally
uncalled for. {
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The last remark of the Sen-
ator from Mississippi would justify more being said than I in-
tend to say.

Under the rule there is no more right to ask a question than
to interrupt a Senator in any other form ; but it has been worked
into the rule as an implied exception growing out of the neces-
sity for it. It occasionally happens that it is necessary to

. know more definitely a certain state of faets in order to apply
intelligently the argument that is being made. Custom, there-
fore, has introduced a limitation on the rule that permits a
Senator to yield for a question, and all the rulings that have
been heretofore made on that subjeet have recognized that im-
plied exception.

The Chair believed, in view of the growing business of the
country and the length of the sessions of Congress, that the
Senate was prepared to enforce, with more strict respect to its
spirit and meaning, the rule which allowed a Senator to address
the Senate but twice on the same day on the same question;
and that these continued interruptions, notwithstanding they
are not only had by the consent of the Senator having the floor
but are frequently actually invited by the Senator speaking—
it gives him a new topic to discuss, which is not at all times
offensive—were to be discouraged in every proper way. If there
were none to be considered except the Senator addressing the
Senate and the Senator who desired to interrupt, there would be
little complaint about the old practice; but it is evident to some
of us now that it has the effect of extending the sessions, divert-
ing the discussions, and almost invariably depleting the Senate
Chamber. It therefore occurred to me that the rule might be
enforeed according to its real spirit and intent in really limiting
ench Senator to the right to address the Senate twice only on
the same question and on the same day.

Under this condition, unless the Chair is somewhat largely
the judge of the character of the question that implies an argu-
ment, or invites an argument, or punctures an argument, the
rule has no value at all. Of course, he could arbitrarily apply
it if disposed to do it; but I do not think I have made that
reputation here. At least I have not done so wittingly. No
self-respecting officer will make a ruling that is subject on
every occasion to be censored according to the color and bias of
the personal and political surroundings at the time.

I had no objection to the Senator from Mississippi appealing
from the decision of the Chair. On the contrary, I invited it,
because I wanted the judgment of the Senate to settle the
limits of the rule, once and for all. This is the Senate. It
makes its own rules. It supervises those who enforce them;
and the way in which it wants them enforced is the way in
which they should be enforced.

The matter has been disposed of. I shall not hereafter under-
take to guess what is a question and what is not a gquestion
within the sense of the rule. I have tried to define it as an
inquiry that would elicit information about a matter of fact.
If it involves an answer to an argument, or if it suggests an
argument, or if it punctures an argunment, as the Senator from
Mississippi says, I thought it was argumentative in character,
and I therefore took that view of it. The Senate has decided
in the particular case that the rule as the Chair understood
was not to be enforced; and as there is no standard by which
the Chair can determine in the future what a question is, he
therefore shall decline to guess about it. The Senate must, on
;}bjelitiun from the floor, hereafter be the judge of that matter

tsel

The Chair invited the appeal. The Chair is entirely satisfied
to have it settled. The Chair is not mad with anybody about
the action taken. The Chair did net say anything that he sup-
posed was uncalled for, otherwise he would not have said it;
and he is sure the Senator from Mississippi will not care to
adhere to that observation when he thinks about the matter a
little further.

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. President, there have been so many
arguments made with reference to this question that are not
justified by the facts, and there are so many misapprehensions
both here and in the country about the real meaning of this
section, that I feel that before we vote, those of us who favor
the elimination of this seetion ought to call attention to certain
inconsistencies in the arguments and positions of the propo-
nents of this proposition.

In the first place, you would think from the telegrams indi-
vidual Senators are receiving about this matter that the real
thing involved in section 56 was these summer training camps
like the one at Plattsburg, and people throughout this Republic
are appealing to Senators not to do away with the summer
training camps. Why, Mr. President, the proposition involved
in section 56 is neither directly nor necessarily associated with
these training camps in the remotest degree whatever,

In the Hay bill, for instance, where the continental-army
plan was rejected—a proposition, by the way, which the House
of Representatives defeated by an overwhelming majority—
provision was made in section 82 for these summer training
eamps, and there is no reason on earth why we can not have
camps like those at Plattsburg and Fort Oglethorpe through-
out the country without necessarily having to have either a
volunteer or a continental army. So much for that phase of
the question.

One argument made was that the Senate ought to provide
for this volunteer force, because business men who did not
have time to attend the militia drills eould go into this sys-
tem, and would do so, and yet the argument was made by
these same gentlemen, the proponents of this bill, that the
militia were so ineflicient, drilled so little, and were so poorly
trained that we ought to have this more efficient volunteer
force instead of the militia. They blow hot one minute and
cold the other, and we can not confine them to either side of
anything connected with this question. They insist on having
both sides of the whole business,

If the volunteer force proposed by section 56 is going to pro-
vide a well-disciplined, thoroughly trained, eflicient military
reserve force for the United States, it is going to take time,
and lots of time, from these business men; and the very busi-
ness men to whom the proponents of this measure said this
system appeals, who have not time to go into an * inefficient ”
militia, will never have time to embrace any of its benefits,
On the other hand, Mr. President, if the fact is that this system
is to establish a nice, gilded, summer-resort proposition for
weary business men of affairs who like to hie themselves away
to the mountains or to the seacoast when the heated periods
come—if it is going to do that, and if it is going to give to those
men, I say, a nice summer vacation, and they are going to
divert themselves by a little patriotic training in these summer
camps, and it is to be no more than that—then I ask these
distinguished gentlemen how much more efficient will this volun-
teer force be than our militia?

It seems to me that they impale themselves on one or the
other horn of this dilemma.

Mr. President, in the course of his very eloguent and- very
foreeful remarks on yesterday, the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
CHAMBERLAIN], invoking as he did the patriotie spirit of this
country to come to the assistance of his beleaguered bill and to
save his threatened section, said one thing that was true abso-
lutely beyond all question, and that is, I think, the keynote of
this entire situation. He spoke not only with eloquence but
with historical accuracy when he said, * The boys of this coun-
try have fought every war that it has ever had.” That is the
truth; and yet when I propose to establish these reserves, not
in a summer man's frolicking camp, not even in the militia, as
far as the real backbone of the reserves goes, but in the schools
and colleges of this country, where 2,000,000 boys are who ean
and will gladly furnish all the reserve forces that this country
need, I can get no support from this honorable committee. I
say they are wedded to ideas, that they want to do something
that pride of opinion has committed them to, or they would not
neglect this school question.

Just one other observation, and I shall have coneluded what
I want to say on this section, beeause I do think we ought to
come to as speedy a vote as is possible.

The distinguished Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HrrecHcock]
yesterday appealed—almost on his knees, metaphorically—to
Members of this body, and especially to Members on this side,
to stand by the committee and follow the committee. Senators,
I have had somewhat of a long service, for a man of my years,
here in Congress, in one House or the other; and I fully agree
with the Senator from Nebraska that ordinarily you ought to
follow the recommendations of your committees, especially in
the other House of Congress, where, I am willing to say,
measuring my words, that committee work is much more efii-
cient and painstaking than it is in this House of Congress.
But it seems to me that that rule is subject to several quali-
Q%ﬁons that no fair-minded or experienced legislator can well

ute.

If it is a question of information—something that the com-
mittee has had the opportunity to study out, something that
the committee has had the time and the opportunity and the
means to know about better than other Members of the body
who are not on the committee—then, of course, we ounght to
follow the committee, because they have superior information
on the question at issue, and have had the epportunity and the
time, and have taken both, to familiarize themselves with the
question. But, on the other hand, Senators, if the question at
issue is one of principle, if it is merely whether we are going
to apply to a proposition one governmental principle or another,
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then I think any Senator in this body is just as capable of
forming his own opinion, expressing and voicing and voting
his own conviction, as any member of any committee that this
body ever appointed or constituted.

So much, Mr. President, for the issues involved in the motion
to strike out section 56. We will never get a real reserve for
this country unless we do one of two things. The Senator from
New York [Mr. O'Gorman] mentioned one of them yesterday—
compulsory military service—and I want to say to him and to
a Senator on the other side of the Chamber who voiced the
same sentiment to-day it is utterly repugnant to my democratic
instinets, aye, to my American instinets, to hear such a senti-
ment expressed here and such a course suggested. I do not
believe in compulsory military training. It is un-Ameriecan, and
I hope and pray the time may never come when we shall have
to resort to it in this country.

The happy geographical isolation of the American Republic
has long saved our people so far from the burdens of this char-
acter that European nations have had to bear. I do not believe
the situation has so changed or that the time has yet come when
we must depart from one of the best of American principles and
say to our people they must bear the burden of general and
compulsory military service. Even in England, Mr. President,
the -other great Anglo-Saxon couniry of this world, although
that country is engaged in a colossal struggle in which her very
life is at stake, the idea of general compulsory service among
all her people is not generally popular. The instinets of our
people are peaceable. They are democrats—and I use the word
broadly, not in a partisan sense—in their tastes, peaceful in
their instinets, and we do not want to set up any military estab-
lishment in this country like that which the taxpayers of Europe
have groaned under for years. It is not necessary. There is
nothing in the situation here or elsewhere that suggests any
such necessity. If we are not going to do that, and I hope the
time will never come when stern national necesgity will require
it, and I do not believe it is at hand now, or anywhere in sight—
if we are not going to do that, the only way we can get an ade-
quate reserve for the Army is in connection with the schools,
where the boys will be glad to have training and where they
can have it at the smallest possible expense under any plan,
without the slightest disturbance to business or industry in any
form. That is what we ought to do, and if we want to have a
real reserve it is what we will do before we get through with
the debate and pass this bill.

Therefore I am utterly unwilling to take any such hollow plan
as section 56, which is urged on the one hand because the busi-
ness men want to go off on a frolic and can not spare time
enough to drill in the National Guard, and is urged on the other
hand because it will provide a more efficient force than the
militia, The utter inconsistency of the two positions shows how
hard put are the proponents of this section for argument to sup-
port it with, and strengthens my conviction that it will accom-
plish nothing of praetical importance, and had best be elimi-
nated from the bill.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. President, I am not going to at-
tempt to speak. I rose merely to suggest that I hope the Senate
will vote on this question now, and to say that because of the
slow progress which has been made on the bill, after to-day I
am going to request the Senate to hold evening sessions so that
the Bill may be disposed of.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, respecting the request made by
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. CHAMBERLATIN] just now, I shall
occupy but a few moments. I have not yet said a word upon
this bill, although I am deeply interested in it. I believe in
national preparedness, and I have so believed for many years.
I believe that we are totally unprepared to-day to defend our-
selves against any invasion of any first-class power. I have
been receiving telegrams both for and against section 56. I
received one this morning which I desire to read from a man
whom I honor and respect. I have confidence in his judgment
and wisdom as a citizen and as a soldier. He served his coun-
try in the Philippines during the Spanish-American War. He
gave a splendid account of himself and won laurels for the
State from which he enlisted. This felegram is dated April 5,
Salt Lake City, Utah, and reads as follows:

[Telegram.]

BaLT Laxe Ciry, Uram, April 5, 1916
Hon. eep Saoor,
United States Senate, Washington, D, 0.:

It is my opinion that sectlon 56, Senate bill, if enacted into law will
force complete disorganization Natlonal Guard. - If this force is de-
stroyed don’t believe a force of its present efliciency and numbers can
be created by any scheme of citizen soldiery wlltﬁhlg_ 10 years,

WEDGWOOD,
Adjutant General,

Mr. President, if I believed what that telegram states, and I
want to be frank in saying that I know the man who sent it
believes it with all his heart, I would vote to strike out sec-
tion 56. But I feel that he is too apprehensive of the result of
such action. I believe, Mr. President, that if section 56 is re-
tained in the bill it will in no way affect the future usefulness
and effectiveness of our National Guard.

I know that our National Guard is composed of a splendid
set of men. I know if this country was in trouble they would
be among the foremost and best defenders of it. I know they
are loyal and true Americans. I want the National Guard
recognized to as great an extent as this bill provides for, and
if I had my way it would be greater. I also believe that there
should be a volunteer army, and while the one provided for in
section 50 is not as I would wish, I shall vote for it. The ex-
pense of such an army has been referred to by many Senators,
and it should be considered; but I believe with a first-class
volunteer army peace will be easier maintained, and to secure
this we should not hesitate at expending the amount that is
provided for in the bill, and even a greater amount if necessary.

I believe that unpreparedness is the road to war. I am also
fearful, Mr. President, that the National Guard can not be
federalized, but will not discuss that question, as it has been so
well covered by others. I have such faith in our National
Guard I believe, that even if such was the ecase, all would re-
spond and do their full duty if trouble came.

I shall content myself by saying that I shall vote to retain
section 56.

Mr. HUGHES. DMr. President, I find myself in a position
that I frequently occupy in this body. The debate has con-
tinued to such an extent that I fear to trespass upon the time
of the Senate. It has continued for days and weeks, and we
have heard arguments made over and over again. I have been
ready to vote on this question at any time in the past week or
10 days. But so much turmoil has been created in various
States, and in my State, that when I am called on to vote at
this stage of the proceedings I think it is due to myself to state
the reasons for the position which I propose to take.

I do not find anything in the pending proposition particularly
pleasing to me. An attempt is being made to do something for
the National Guard. A little sop, which will cost the people of
the United States something like $24,000,000, has been thrown
to them, with no possible chance, in my belief, of enhancing in
the slightest degree the efliciency of the National Guard. Some-
thing like $24,000,000 is being thrown to the Volunteer Reserve
Corps. 1t may do them a considerable amount of good, but in
my humble judgment it is not going to result in the slightest
degree to the advantage of the American people, unless there is
something in the argument that a people like ourselves ean be
satisfied by a great expenditure of money, and that, being in a
hysterical condition, the spectacle of Congress spending one
hundred and odd million dollars will serve as a sort of sedative
to their nerves and they will go through this period of public
excitement with more comfort than they would otherwise have.

There may be something in what we are doing from that point
of view, but it does seem to me it is a great pity in an emesr-
gency of this kind, when the people of the United States are
actually aroused, that we can not keep ourselves free of the red
tape, the cobwebs, the manacles, the ankle irons that traditions
have forced upon us in the past when we were simply playing at
having an army.

Now, the people are convinced that the recent events which have
oceurred in the world are of such a character that nations are
likely to go to war against each other on slight prefense and
for any or no reason. A great many people believe we have lived
for years in a fool's paradise, when we believed that nations could
not be gotten to go to war. No man would have been rash
enough to predict that the situation which now exists in Europe
could possibly take place, but here it is. It has a reflex effect
upon the people of the United States, and they are crying out in
their blind way for an army with which to defend them, and
here we are talking about a volunteer reserve force, we nre
talking about a National Guard which we have ourselves made
ineflicient, and no one talks about the only thing that can be of
any possible service to us in a time of emergency, to wit, the
Regular Establishment of this country. It is admitted in these
debates that we can not even enlist the Regular force up to the
present authorized strength, and no one wants to do anything
about that. There has been no suggestion made along those
lines.

I want to state what I think this situation calls for. I realize
the impossibility of coming in here on the floor of the Senate
and attempting to recast a great military bill, but how pathetic
it is to see it being dealt with in the old way—a little more
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money, o few more men, this expenditure here, and that ex-
penditure there, and after all it seems to me nothing absolutely
is accomplished to bring about the result the American people
want and for which the American people will be compelled
to pay.

If T had my way the least I wonld do would be to raise
the standing Army to 230,000 men. We can not get 100,000
now. Then, if we want 250,000 men what will common sense
dictate that we should do? That we should make the regular
service more attractive than it is. In a day when laboring men
in the State of New Jersey are being paid as much as 83 a day
- working in factories—not skilled mechanics but unskilled
mechanics—we are asking men to go into the regular service,
to put off their civilian caste and standing, to accept a subordi-
nate position for the first time in their lives inferior in rank
to some other man, for $15 a month.

It was only in 1914 that the Executive order which provided
what should be the rations of enlisted men carried food of ‘a
character that the ordinary mechanic’s son in the United States
was getting every day before he went into the Army. I con-
gratulate the chairman of the Committee on Military Affairs
that so far as he has been able to do it he has reformed one
of the most crying abuses in the military service. I approve
ubsolutely and wholly of the ration ‘list as now constituted.
As it ivas constituted when I was connected with the United
States service it was a disgrace to this or any other country,
and particularly to a country like this, whose people are gen-
crous and willing to pay and feed the men who constitute their
fighting force.

With an army of 230,000 or 300,000 regulars serving two
years with the colors and serving four years in the reserves,
yon would have each year going into civil life 125,000 men. If,
a8 suggested by the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Sanrn], those
250,000 men were given vocational and educational training dur-
ing those two years, that time would not be lost either to the
men or to the Nation; they would return into the civil walks
of life trained soldiers and better citizens than they were when
they entered the Army.

The 125,000 men leaving the Army each year and going back
to the civil walks of life to earn their own livelihood would be
better citizens than they were before, and without the expendi-
ture of the money that we now propose to expend, and for
‘which, in my judgment, we will get nothing, we could have
such a system brought about.

Every one of the nations now engaged in this great war relied
first upon their regular establishment. We shall have to rely
first upon our Regular Establishment, if we have a Regular
Establishment worthy of the name. In 10 years, under the
operation of a law such as I suggest, we would have 1,250,000
trained soldiers in eivil life, every one of whom would or could
be in the reserves, connected with the Federal Government, and
control over him retained by the Federal Government; and be-
hind that body of reserves and behind that body of regular
trained soldiers we could sit back more or less at peace and
then see what we could do with the National Guard, and then
see what we could do with the volunteer reserve force and the
other fads and fancies that arise to the minds of the people in
the various sections of the country.

Now, I want to say a word with reference to the National
Guard. A good deal of the eriticism that has been leveled against
the National Guard can be justified. I speak from experience.
But I do not believe that the state the National Guard finds
itself in to-day is chargeable to the Guard. The National Guard
is essentially a State organization, and we are attempting to
make a Federal organization out of it. It is good enough for
the purposes for which it is intended, but there are constitu-
tional and legal difficulties in the way of making it a gZood
enough force for what we intend it to be.

I believe a man can secure good military training by service
in the National Guard. I know the men who went into the
volunteer service who had had the benefit of the training of
the National Guard were better soldiers than the men who
went into the volunteer service without the preliminary train-
ing of the National Guard. So I believe it is an easy matter
to train men to the point of the efliciency required of the en-
listed men; but I do not believe that it is possible for the man
who is engaged in the activities of eivil life, as a lawyer or as
a doctor or as a banker, to devote enough time to the service to
become sufficiently proficient in military affairs to be capable
of commanding

The enlisted man of the National Guard loves his officers; he
has confidence in his officers ; and he wants to serve under those
officers. It seems to me it would be easy enough to evelve a

system whereby, if called into active service by the Govern-
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ment, he could be permitted to have over him a certain per-
centage of his National Guard officers. There could be a frame-
work, a skeleton, of an organization throughout the National
Guard; I would say, for instance, each company might be
permitted to select its own eaptain. A certain standard of
efficiency might be demanded of him before he accepted his
commission; but after he has passed his examinations for cap-
tain and is the officer the company desires, and is properly
commissioned by the governor and then by the President, that
man could be paid sufficient money so that he could devote all
his time and attention to the affairs of the National Guard.
We could do that, and we could increase the pay of the Regular
Army soldiers. Everything which I have suggested could be
done. We should then have an eflicient force and a powerful
and numerous reserve body in this country; and yet we would
not begin to expend the amount of money that we are proposing
to expend on the experiments on which we are about to enter
under this bill, ;

In other words, if we want an army, if we want to defend
this Nation, If we want to feel safe and be at peace, let us get
an army of professional soldiers; and behind that front rank
of trained, professional fighting men let us organize, equip, and
train a volunteer army.

1 am sorry that the committee has not gone into this matter
in a broader and more fundamental way than they have done.
I have about come to the conclusion, after listening to the de-
bates, that it is my duty to vote against section 56. I think I
shall devote my energies as much as I can in the direction of
providing adequately for the arming, equipping, and paying of
the men of the Regular organization, for I believe firmly in my
heart that they are the chief reliance of this Nation.

Mr. REED. Mr. President—

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I do not infend to interfere with the
Senator, but I do hope that we may be able to get a vote this
afternoon on the motion to strike out this section.

Mr. REED., The time that I take will not interfere with that.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Missouri.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, there has been a good deal said
about the National Guard not being avallable in time of war.
One example is worth all the theorizing in the world. I want
to read merely n few sentences from a letter written by Gen.
Clark, who is the commander of the Missouri National Guaril,
a lawyer of distinction and ability, and as good a citizen as there
is in my State. He writes:

It was stated before the House committee the other day by M.
Breckinridge, the Assistant Secretary of War, I believe, that at the
outbreak of the Spanish-American War only 30 per cent of the Natlonal
Guard volanteered. 1 have heard thls statement made before, and I
wish to say that so far as it applies to the National Guard of this
State, it Is absolutel% without the semblance of truth. The records
will show that in 1898, 100 per cent of the National Guard of this
State volunteered for service in that war. I am rellabt¥ advised that
this same conditlon existed in all of the States. My information is
that only one organization in the United States declined to volunteer,
and this grew out of some difficulty with the governor over the ap-

ointment of its oflicers. Statements of this kind are not believed by
hose who make them, and are made with a view solely to discrediting
the National Guard.

Mr. President, this question presents itself to me in this form:
It is proposed to have a Regular Army of 180,000 men. It is
admiited that there will be difficulty in securing that many men
for the Regular Army unless the pay is raised or other ad-
vantages additional to those now existing are afforded. It is
proposed, then, to create a reserve force or a supplementary
force to fall back upon in the event of war.

The National Guard exists; it is now reasonably well
equipped. It has headquarters, armories, and officers. It is a
body of men that certainly is 100 per cent in advance of the
condition in which it was at the time the Spanish-American
War broke out. It is constantly improving, but during all
these years it has clamored for certain assistance, for certain
opportunities which have been steadily denied it. This or-
ganization can be made a first-class organization.

The fear I have is that our committee—and I do not say it
to unjustly charge anything agninst the committee—have in
some way been led to a diserimination against the National
Guard. :

In illustration of what I am going to say I call attention to
the fact that, if I understand this bill, and if others who have
writter me understand it, correctly, it is proposed that, in case
of war and. in case of the utilization of the National Guard,
the ofliccrs above the rank of captain are to be then practically
mustered out of the service, because there is no provision for
pay for them. I should like to ask the chairman of the com-
mittee if that is not the exact condition of the bill?

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. No, Mr. President; they are mnot
mustered out of the service. The bill as it was originally pro-
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posed by the National Guard Association paid the higher-officers,
those above the rank of captain, salaries—quite large sal-
aries—and the committee felt, from the evidence that they had
before them, that the practical officer, the training man, the
man who had mest to do with the Guard, was the captain, be-
cause in many States they did not have regimental units, and
we provided only for pay up to the grade of captain, except
when the Guard were called into service, and then they were
to get the pay of their rank. -

Mr. REED. I do not think that makes it entirely elear. I
have a letter from the colonel of the First Infantry, National
Guard of Missouri, who makes this comment :

The House bill now before the Senate provides that no officers but
the captains and lieutenants of com fes shall be paid. This elimi-
nates the colonel, lieutenant colonel, the three majors, and several
gtaff captains and lientenants,

These men are absolutely necessary to the success of any organiza-
tion, and, in fact, they are the ones t are compelled to bear a t
gart of the expense, and it 1s absolutely unjust that they

e incloded in any grovisinn for compensation. Their work,
matter of fact, 1s work that there is the least reward to, as they have
very little rt in the show end of the Guard, and th
ﬂnl.:a!!,gnnl ed on for funds of varlous kinds to cover expenses. 1
trust that you will insist on these officers being included as they were
under the provisions of the Hay bill.

Sectlon 112 of this same bill provides that officers and men who
have signed the agr t and received compensation for their service
may be called into the service in time of war. You can readily see
that this is a joker by which all field and staff officers wonld be elimi-

nated in ease of trouble, and no one go into the field except the com-
nies. In other words, the entire t as an organization would
e destroyed.

Mr. President, here is this organization existing. As has
been demonstrated in these debates, it has repeatedly proven
its efficiency. As was stated the other day in the debate, in
about five or six hours’ time they were able in the State of
Ohio to mobilize at one point 2,000 of these men. Instead of
cutting down this organization, which exists, we ought te build
it up.

Now what is proposed? To create a grand army of enthu-
siasm that is going to meet once a year for about 30 days,
which I frankly admit ean be gotten together to some extent
during a time of war excitement, but which I utterly deny we
liave a single line of experience in this or any other country
to warrant us in believing will come together on ordinary
occasions. We are told that these gentlemen ean come out for
30 days once a year, but that they can not join the National
Guard. I want to know why? 1 want to know why a man
who ean give 30 days’ time every year in the middle of the
summer can not also give one night a week to attend drill at an
armory? I say that you will encounter the greatest disappoint-
ment you have ever met with if you undertake to make an
army by ealling together an unorganized body of men—for that
is what it will be—for 30 days each year, then allowing them
to disintegrate and go to their homes. An army without head-
quarters, without equipment, and without cohesion. If these
men come voluntarily and in great numbers at first, you will
find that they will speedily disappear and disintegrate, like
gentlemen do who go to a camp meeting and get enthusiastie,
and then, after the camp meeting is over, nearly all forget
there ever was a camp meeting. You will not get an army in
that way; and if you spend $25,000,000 in that way, you will
have burned up that much money without result.

There is a way you can employ that money and get a result.
Twenty-five million dollars would pay $100 a year to 250,000
students in the schools and colleges in this country ; it would pay
the tuition of many of them; it would enable many a boy to go
to school who can not now attend ; you would reach the boy at a
period of life when he has the fime to devote and the energy to
give to a military training. Why not use that money in ad-
vaneing military science amongst those boys or young men who
are already mobilized in your schools; who are already, figura-
tively speaking, in the camps; who are there where they can be
reached? Why can you get them? First, because they are
already mobilized ; second, because young and ambitious men
will enlist in companies and be willing to serve because they
are associated with men like themselves—with their fellow stu-
dents. There is no humiliation in such service; on the contrary,
there is an inspiration in it. There would be a thronging into
the ranks of schoolboys who would be willing to serve for a small
compensation, and, as has been suggested here, the physical
exercise and all that goes with military training would well
repay our country for the money so expended.

I do not want to see an attempf made here to create three dif-
ferent kinds of armies. I do not want an army made up of shreds
and patches. A Regular Army is absolutely all right, and I am
willing to vote for a Regular Army of generous size; but back
of that there ought to be one army, one organization, one sys-
tem; and to its creation we should devote our energies. Then

if, in addition, you go into your public schools and give a gen-
eral training to the youth of this eountry, you will in the end
80 disseminate military knowledge and discipline as to give
abundant strength to the country. !

Mr., CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Oregon
Fmﬁgests the absence of a guorum. Let the Secretary call the
ro

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an-
swered to their names:

Ashurst Gore Myers Smith, Ga.
Bankhead Harding Nelson Smith, Md
Beckham Hardwick Newlands Smith, 8. C
Borah Hitcheock orris oot
Brand Hollis O'Gorman Sterling
Broussard Hughes Oliver one
Catron Husting Overman Sutherland
Chamberlain Johnson, Me. ge wanson
Chilton Johnson, 8. Dak. Pittman Taggart
pg Jones Pomerene Thomas
Clark, Wyo. Kenyon Ransdell Townsend
Clarke, Ark. Kern Vardaman
berson Lane Robinson Walsh
mins Lewis Saulsbury Warren
Hiliinen i Sheppard Wiltiams
ngham
du Pont M r Sherman gurks
Gallinger Martin, Va. Simmons

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Seventy-one Senators having
answered to their names, a quorum is present.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I ask for a vote.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the adop-
tion of the motion of the Senator from Maryland [Mr. LeE] to
strike out section 58, On that the yeas and nays have been
demanded.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. CHILTON (when his name was called). I announce my

with the senior Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Farr].
Unless I ean obtain a transfer, I shall not be able to vote.

Mr. KERN (when Mr. FLETCHER'S name was ealled). I de-
sire to announce the unavoidable absence of the senior Senator
from Florida [Mr. FrercHER] on official business. He is paired
with the junior Senator from Idaho [Mr. Brapy].

Mr. HARDING (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the junior Senator from Alabama [Mr. Uxpes-
woop]. In his absence I withhold by vote.

Mr. HOLLIS (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the junior Senator from New York [Mr. WapsworTH].
I transfer that pair to the junior Senator from California [Mr.
Prrran] and will vote. I vote “ nay.”

Mr. JOHNSON of Maine (when his name was called). I have
a general pair with the junior Senator from North Dakota [Mr,
GronwA], which I transfer to the senior Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. Lea], and will vote. I vote “ nay.”

Mr. OLIVER (when Mr. PENROSE'S name was called)., My
colleague [Mr. Pexrose] is necessarily absent. He is paired
with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Wittrams]. If
my colleague were present and at liberty to vote, he would vote
“ *»

Mr. REED (when his name was called). I transfer my pair
with the senior Senator from Michigan [Mr. Smrra] to the
senior Senator from New Jersey [Mr. MarTise] and will vote.
I vote * yea.”

Mr. SAULSBURY (when his name was called). I have a
general pair with the junior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Corr]. I am informed, however, that if present he would vote
as I shall vote. I therefore vote “ nay.”

Mr. ASHURST (when the name of Mr. SarrtH of Arizona was
called). I desire to announce the unavoidable absence of my
colleague [Mr. Saarre of Arizenal.

Mr. LEWIS (when Mr. Troraan’s name was called). Isimply
wish tc announce the absence of the senior Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. Tmmimax] and io say, by his permission, that if
he were present and were permifted by his pair to vote he
would vote “ yea."

Mr. WEEKS (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. James]. I
transfer that pair to the junior Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. Corr] and will vote. I vote * nay.”

Mr. WILLIAMS (when his name was called). I have a stand-
ing pair with the senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PEN-
nosE]. I transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Arizona
[Myr, Sacrre] and will vote. I vote “ nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. GALLINGER. I beg to announce a pair between the
Senator from Maine [Mr. Burreica], who is unavoidably de-
tained, and the Senator from Tennessce [Mr, SHIELDS].
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Mr. MYERS. I aave a pair with the junior Senator from Con-
nectieut [Mr. McLean]. In his absence I withhold my vote, If
the Senator from Connecticut were present, he would vote “ nay,”
and if I were at liberty to vote I would vote * yea.”

Mr. HUGHES. I desire to announce the unavoidable absence
of the senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Jaames], who is de-
tained from the Senate on important business,

Mr. TOWNSEND (after having voted in the negative). I
have a general pair with the junior Senator from Florida [Mr.
Bryax]. Not being able to obtain a transfer of that pair, I
withdraw my vote. '

Mr. CURTIS. I have been requested to announce that the
junior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Gorr] is paired with
the senior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Trrrarax].

The result was announced—yeas 34, nays 36, as follows:

YEAS—34,
Ashurst Hughes Overman Smith, 8. C,
Bankhead Jones ‘age Stone
(,'lnpf Kenyon Ransdell Swanson
(Clarke, Ark. Kern Reed £ t
Culberson Lee, Md. Robinson Thompson
Cummins Lewis Shafroth Vardaman
Curtis McCumber Sherman Works
Gore Martin, Va. Simmons
Hardwick Norris Bmith, Ga.

NAYS—J36.
Beckham Gallinger Nelson Smith, Md
Borah Hitehcock Newlands Smoot
Brandegee Hollis O’'Gorman Sterlin
Biroussard Husting Oliver Sutherland
Catron Johnson, Me. Pittman Thomas
Chamberlain Johnson, 8, Dak. Polndexter Walsh
Clark, Wyo. ne Pomerene Warren
Dillingham Lippitt Haulsbur, Weeks
du Pont Lodge Sheppar Willlams

NOT VOTING—26,

Drady Goft Martine, N. J. Smith, Mich.
Bryan (ironna Myers Tillman
Burleigh Harding Owen Townsend
Chilton James Penrose Underwood
Colt La Follette Phelan Wadsworth
Fall Lea, Tenn. Shields
Fletcher MeLean Smith, Ariz.

So the motion of Mr. Leg of Maryland was rejected.
APPLICATIONS FOR PAROLE (5. DOC. NO. 380).

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
fion from the Attorney General, transmitting, in responsz to
a resolution of the 28th ultimo, certain information relative to
the operation of the act of June 25, 1910, as amended by the
et of June 23, 1913, relative to the number of applications for
parole under the law, ete.; which was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed, and to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
Washington, D. C., April 3, 1916.
Hon. JAxES M. DAKFR, :
Seeretary United Blalcs Schate.

Sie: In accordance with the Senate resolutiom of the 28th ultimo
asking for mformartion relative to the operation of the act of June
25, 1010, and as amended by the act of June 23, 1013 (parole act), I
have to inform you that there have been made 5,735 applications for

arole under this law up to this date, Of thiz number, 1,756 have
heen recommended for gnmle by the board of which the warden is a
monil[mr, 1,446 paroles have been granted, and there are 91 cases still
pending.

In a very few cuses the warden, acting as a member of the parole
hoard, may have voted for parole and been overrunled by the other
two members of the board. It would he a very difficult matter to
ascertain the number of such cases, and I am assuming that the words
* recommended by the warden’ appearing in the resolution were in-
tended to read * recommonded by the parole board.”

Respectiully,
T. W. GrEGORY, Alforney General.
DISTRICT GASLIGHT COMPANIES (8. DOC. X0. 390).

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, trans-
mitting, in response to a resolution of the 14th ultimo, certain
information as to the action taken by the Commissioners of the
District of Columbia to enforce section 11 of the act of Con-
gress of March 4, 1013, relative to the Washington Gas Light
Co. and the Georgetown Gas Light Co., both of the District of
Columbia, which was referred to the Commitiee on the Distriet
of Columbia and ordered to be printed, and to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

& ExeEcoTivE OFFICE,
CoMMISSIONERS OF DisTRIcT OoF COLUMBILA,
Washington, April 4, 1915,
Hon. TomoxMas I, ManSpaLLn,
President of the' Nenate, Washington, D, €,

Sin: The Commissioners of the Distriet of Columbia have the honor
to submit the following on the resolution passed by the Senate March
14, 1916, which provides— .

“That the Commissioners of the District of Columbia be, and they
are hereby, directed to report to the Senate as soon as practicable
what steps, if any, have bheen taken by them sinee September 10, 1913,
to enforce section 11 of the aet of Congress entitled ‘An act making

appropriations to previde for the expenses of the Government of the
District of Columbia for the fiscal year cnding June 850, 1914, and
for other pu , approved March 4, 1913, so far as the same may
affect the Washington Gas Ltf‘ht Co. and the Georgetown Gas Light
Co., both of the Instrict of Columbiz.”

Parsuant to the instructions of the commissioners, the corporation
counsel, on September 15, 1913, filed in the Supreme Court of the Dis-
trict of Columbia a bill in equity against the Washington Gas Light
Co., asking for the dissolutlon of the company becaunse it was holdin
certain stock of the Georgetown Gas Light Co. In viclation of the anti-
merger act of March 4, 1913, The bill prayed not only for a dissolu-
tion of the company but also for a sale of the stock so owned and held
by the company. The Georgetown Gas Light Co. was made a party
to this cause.

The gas companies answered the bill, issue was joined, and the case
went to a hearing on the Hth of February, 1014,

Prior to the filing of this bill Thomas L. Hume had filed a bill, as
one of the stockholders of the Washington Gas Light Co,, against this
company to have the stock of the Georgetown Gas Llih o. held by
it sold and the proceeds distributed among the stockholders of the
Washington Gas Light Co.

The Georgetown Gas Light Co. has also filed a Dbill against the
Washington Gas Light Co. to have the same stock canceled and de-
clared null and void because purchased and held in violation of law.

These three cases were consolidated and came on to be heard before
Justices Gould and Stafford, of the Supreme Court of the District of
Columbia ; evidence was taken therein and they were argued and sub-
mitted to the court for its decislon on the 5th day of February, 1914,
No decision has as yet been handed down by the court,

YVery respectfully,
Boirp oF COMMISSIONERS OF THE
DisTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
By 0. P, NEwWMAN, President.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by J. C.
South, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had passed
the bill (8. 5016) to authorize the reconstruction of an existing
bridge across the Wabash River at Silverwood, in the State
of Indiana.

The message also announced that the House had passed a
joint resolution (H. J. Rles. 103) authorizing and directing the
Director of the Census to collect and publish additional statis-
ties, in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED.

The message further announced that the Speaker of the
House had signed the following enrolled bills, and they were
thereupon signed by the Vice I’resident:

S.1809. An act to create an additional judge in the distrvict
of New Jersey;

S.3391. An act to amend an act entitled “An act for the
relief of Indians occupying railroad lands in Arizona, New
Mexico, or California,” approved March 4, 1913;

8, 3977. An act to authorize the Shamokin, Sunbury & Lewis-
burg Railroad Co., its lessees, successors, and assigns, to con-
struct a bridge across the Susquehanna River from the borough
of Sunbury, Northumberland County, I'a., to Monroe township,
Snyder County, Pa.;

S.3978. An act to authorize the Catawissa Railroad Co., its
lessees, successors, and assigns, to construct a bridge across
the west branch of the Susquehanna River from the borough
of Milton, Northumberland County, Pa., to the borough of West
Milton, Union County, Pa.;

S.4190. An act aunthorizing the Yankton County Bridge Co.,
a corporation, to construct and maintain a bridge or bridges
and approaches thereto across the Missouri River at a point
between Yankton County, S. Dak., and Cedar County, Nebr. ;

H. R. 84006, An act to relieve J, Lawrence Latham, posi-
master at Eupora, Webster County, Miss, of the payment of
cash and funds stolen from the post office : and

H. R.13769. An act to authorize the Secretary of War fo
supply tents for temporary use of the sufferers from the recent
conflagration in Paris, Tex., and for other purposes.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

The VICE PRESIDENT presented a petition of the Baltimore
Conference of the Methodist Ipiscopal Church, praying for
prohibition of liquor traffic in the Terrifory of Hawali, which
was referred to the Committee on Pacifie Island and Porto
Rico and ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

The DBaltimore Conference of the Methodist Episcopal Church, rep-
resenting approximately a membership of 3 minlsters and an
equal number of lay representatives, in its annual session in Foundry
Church, Washington, D. C,, Bishop Earl Cranston, 1), D., LL. D., pre-
siding, having learncd from reliable sources of the sad havoe made by
the liquor traffic among the natives of the Hawalian Islands, whoso
death rate has been greatly accelerated Ly the use of aleoholic drink,
for which they have a peculiar weakness, amid having also learned that
the =aloons of Honolulu are a constant anid alarming menace to the
physical and moral welfare of the many thounsands of our American
soldhers garrisoned on the island of Oahu, far from home, surroun:ded
by many temptations, with few restraints: Be it therefore

Resolved, That we most respectfully and earnestly petition both
Houses of Congress now in session in favor of the passage of the Lill
pending in the Senate and House for the prohibition of the liguor
traffic in the Territory of Hawail.

Our interest in this matter is all the more vital and paramouunt
because of the missionary and educational work now being prosecuted
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on the islands by our representative mission boards for the uplift

of the many weaker races domiciled there beneath the flag.

In conformity with the foregoing and order of the conference, we
the undersigned, afiix hereto our officlal tures.

BARL CRANSTON, President.

. FraNK G. PORTER, Secretary.
WasnixeTon, D. C., April }, 1916.
Mr. HUGHES presented petitions of sundry citizens of New

Jersey, praying for national prohibition, which was referred

to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of New Jersey,
remonstrating against the enactment of legislation to limit the
freedom of the press, which were referred to the Committee on
Post Oflices and Post Roads.

AMr, PHELAN presented a petition of the Labor Conncil of
San Francisco, Cal, praying for an investigation into condi-
tions surrounding the marketing of dairy produets, which was
referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

He also presented memorinls of sundry citizens of California,
remonstrating against the enactment of legislation for com-
pulsory Sunday observance in the Distriet of Columbia, which
were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. WARREN presented a petition of sundry ecitizens of
Lingle, Wyo., praying for national prohibition, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. BURLEIGH presented a petition of the Chamber of
Commerce of Bangor, Me., praying for military and naval de-
fense of Penobscot Bay, Me., which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Maine,

praying for national prohibition, which were referred to the

Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming presented a petition of sundry citi-
zens of Carpenter, Wyo., praying for national prohibition, which
vas referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. POINDEXTER presented petitions of sundry ecitizens of
the State of Washington, praying for national prohibition,
which were referred to the Commitiee on the Judiciary.

He also presented the memorials of J. D. Bishop and sundry
other citizens of Garfiield, Wash., remonstrating against the
enactment of legislation to limit the freedom of the press,
which were referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post
Ttonds.

He also presented petitions of Local Grange No. 201, Patrons
of Husbandry, of Bellingham, and of William Valley Grange,

* No. 452, Patrons of Husbandry, of Deer Park, in the State of
Washington, praying for Government -ownership of telephone
and telegraph systems, which were referred to the Committee
cn Post Offices and Post Roads.

He also presented memorials of Local Grange No. 201. Pa-
trons of Husbandry, of Bellingham, and of Stranger Creek
Grange, No. 874, Patrons of Husbandry, of Daisy, in the State
of Washingten, remonstrating against an increase in arma-
ments, which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented the memorials of . C. Kellogg and sundry
other citizens, of College Place, and of (C. D. Threlkeld and sun-
dry other eitizens, of Auburn, all in the State of Washington,
remonstrating against the enactment of legisaltion for compul-
sory Sunday observance in the Distriect of Columbia, which
were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a memorial of Burnt Valley Grange, No.
500, Patrons of Husbandry, of Chewelah, Wash.,, remonstrat-
ing against the passage of the bill (S. 2986) to provide capital
for agricultural development, to create a standard form of
investment based upon farm mortgage, to equalize rates of
interest upon farm loans, to furnish a market for United
State bonds, to create Government depositaries and financial
agents for the United States, and for other purposes, which was
ordered to lie on the table.

-BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. SMITH of Maryland :

A bill (8. 5401) to aid the State of Maryland to construct a
military and post road, to be known as the National Defense
Highway, connecting the United States Naval Academy grounds
at Annapolis, the capital of Maryland, and the seat of the Fed-
.eral Government, the District of Columbia; to the Committee
on Post Offices and Post Roads.

A bill (8. 5402) granting a pension to Charles Railey ; to the
Committee on Pensions. .

By Mr. LODGE:

A bill (8. 5403) authorizing the President to appoint John
Gibbon a major and guartermaster in the Quartermaster’s De-
partment of the Army ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. OWEN:

A bill (8. 5404) granting a pension to Victor Tucker (with
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. GALLINGER :

A bill (8. 5405) granting an increase of pension to Francis
I}oy (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pen-
sions,

By Mr. O'GORIMAN:

A bill (8, 5408) for the enlargement, etc., of the assay office
in the city of New York (with accompanying papers); to the
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED.

H. J. Nes. 103. Joint resolution authorizing and directing the
Director of the Census to collect and publish additional statis-
tics was read twice by its title and referred to the Committee
on the Census,

RECESS. .

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, Mr. President, I desire to state again,
while Senators are all here, that beginning to-morrow, in order
to speed this measure as much as possible, T shall ask that the
Senate remain in session in the evening,

‘Il n{\ove that the Senate take a recess until to-morrow at 12
o'clock.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’cloek and 50 minutes
p. m.,, Thursday, April 6, 1916), the Senate took a recess until
to-morrow, Friday, April 7, 1916, at 12 o’clock meridian,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Tuursbayx, April 6, 1916.

The House met at 11 o'clock a, m.

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Teach us, O Lord, Thy ways and ineline our hearts to walk
therein in spite of the temptations, trials, and barriers in the
way. It is not ease, inertia, that makes the manly man, but
the earnest, sincere efforts to do things worth while. “1In the
world ye shall have tribulations, but be of good cheer—I have
overcome the world.,” The earnest for every truth-loving, noble-

‘minded, self-sacrificing man, who lives to a purpose. So m

we live and aspire, to be and to do, that the peace \\'hlch.passeg
understanding may be ours, now and evermore. Amen.
The Jonrnal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and ap-
proved.
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Waldorf, one of its clerks,
announced that the Senate had passed the following resolution :

Resolved, That the Secretary be directed to return to the House of
Representatives, in compliance with its request, the bill (H. R. 18008)
‘to anthorize the reconstruction of an existing bridge across the Wabash
River at Silverwood, in the State of Indiana, and the maintenance and
woperation of the bridge so reconstrocted.

BRIDGE ACROSS THE WABASH RIVER.

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Speaker——
The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from
Georgin rise?

Mr. ADAMSON. I wish to correct a mistake made on Mon-

day in an emergency bill for a bridge. Overlooking the fact
‘that an identical Senate bill was on the Speaker’s table, a House

bill was passed and sent to the Senate, but it was recalled. It
is H. R. 130006. I ask unanimons consent that it be reconsidered
and all proceedings vacated.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgia asks unani-
mous consent that all proceedings by which the bill H. R. 13006
was passed be vacated. Is there objection? [Affer a pause.]
The Chair hears none.

Mr. ADAMSON. Now, Mr. Speckger, I ask unanimous con-
gent that the Senate bill be considered. It is on the Speaker's
table.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report it.

The Clerk read as follows:

An act (8. 5016) to authorize the recomstruction of an existing bridge
across the Wabash River at Silverwood, in the State of Indlana.

Be it enacted, ete., That the Toledo, 8t. Louis & Western Railroad
Co., and Walter L. Ross, its receiver, their successors or assigns, be,
and they are hereby, authorized to recomstruct the bridge of said com-
pany and operate the same across the Wabash River at or near Silver-
wood, Ind., at a point suitable to the interests of navigation, on the
line of the existing bridge of sald company, in accordance with the

rovisions of the act entitled “An act to regulate the construction of
pridges over navigable waters,” approved March 23, 1906,

SEc. 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is herchy

expressly reserved.
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The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of the
Senate bill.

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. Apamson, a motion to reconsider the vote
by which the bill was passed was laid on the table; and the bill
H. R. 13006 was laid on the table.

RIVERS AND HARBORS.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr, Speaker, I move that the House re-
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House of the state
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R.
12193, the river and harbor bill.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman rise?

Mr, MOORE of Pennsylvania, To suggest the absence of a
quorum,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Moore] makes the point of order that there is no guorum
present, and evidently there is not.

Mr. KITCHIN. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the
Sergeant at Arms will notify the absentees, and the Clerk will
call the roll.

The roll was ecalled, and the following Members failed to
answer to their names:

Abercrombie Estopinal Hulbert Pou
Alexander Fairchild Jones Price
Anthony Farr Keister Ramseyer
Aswell Finley Kennedy, Iowa Roberts, Mass.
Barchfeld Flynn Kennedy, R. I. Rodenberg
Beales Focht ZATO Babath
Bennet Freeman Lehlbach Sanford
PBlack Gallagher Lewis Scott, Pa
Bruckner Gardner Liebel SBcully
Brumbaugh Garland Linthicum Sells
Buchanan, I11. Garrett Lobeck Sherley
Byrnes, 8. C Glass Loft Slayden
Callaway Goodwin Loud Snyder
Cantrill Gould McAndrews Stephens, Miss,
Charles Graham McCulloch Stephens, Tex.
Cooper, Ohio Gray, Ala. McKenzie Stiness
Copley Gray, Ind. McKinley Sutherland
Crago Griest Maher Tilson
Decker Guernsey Meeker Tinkham

= Hamill Mooney Vare
Dension Hamilton, N. ¥. Moores, Ind. Venahble
Dent Hart Morin Ward
Dewalt Haskell Morrison Watkins
Doremus Haugen Mott Watson, Pa.
Drukker Hay Nichols, Mich, Williams, W, E,
Dyer Hayes North Winslow
Eagan Henry Oglesby ‘Wood, Ind.
Eagle Hill Patten Youug, N. Dak.
Fdmons Hilliard Peters Young, Tex.
Edwards Houston Porter

The SPEAKER. On this roll call 312 Members—a quorum—
have responded to their names.

AMr. KITCHIN. Mr. Speaker, I move that further proceed-
ings under the call be dispensed with,

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Doorkeeper will open the doors.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

Mr. BucHanax of Illinois, by wunanimous consent, was
granted leave of absence for a week, on account of important
business,

RIVERS AND HAHBORS.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Florida [Mr. SpArk-
aAan] moves that the House resolve itself into Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further considera-
tion of the bill H. R. 12193, the river and harbor appropriation
bill.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Rusey]
will take the chair in the absence of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. SuercLEY], who is detained in committee.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further considera-
tion of the bill H. R. 12198, the river and harbor bill, with Mr,
RusEy in the chair.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will report the title of the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 12193) making appropriations for the construction,
repair, and preservation of certain public works on rivers and harbors,
and for other purposes.

The CHATRMAN, An amendment is pending, which the Clerk
will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment by Mr. Goop: On %age 9, line 12& after the word “im-
provement,” strike out ** $1,000,000 * and insert $200,000,”

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, how much time does the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear] desire?

Mr. FREAR. Five minutes, ;

Mr. SPARKMAN. I ask unanimous consent that all debate
on this paragraph close in 10 minutes—5 to be used by the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear] and 5 by myself.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida asks unani-
mous consent that all debate on the pending amendment be
closed in 10 minutes, :

Mr. MANN. I think the request was on the paragraph and all
amendments thereto.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes; that all debate on this paragraph and
amendments thereto be closed in 10 minutes—5 to be controlled
by the gentleman from Wisconsin and 5 by myself.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Goon] would like
5 minutes on his amendment, and he has another amendment on
which he would like 5 minutes.

Mr. GOOD. I have another amendment to offer in the event
this amendment is not adopted.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I will confine myself at present to this
one amendment, and ask that debate on it ¢lose in 15 minutes.

Mr. MANN. That is satisfactory.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida asks unani-
mous consent that the debate on this amendment close in 15
minutes, 5 minutes to be controlled by the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. Frear], 5 by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Goon],
and 5 by the gentleman from Florida. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, when the committee rose on
Tuesday the amendment before the House was upon lines 11
and 12 of the bill, appropriating $1,000,000 for the Norfolk
and Beaufort waterway, so called. The amendment of the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Goop] reduces the million-dollar
appropriation contained in the bill to $200,000, which is in-
tended, as he stated, to cover the amount that would be required
to keep the Government dredges employed, and is intended also
to strike out the $800,000, which would be let to private con-
tract at a rate 80 per cent in excess of what it would be if the
work were performed by the Government,

I wish to speak more particularly in response to what was
suggested by the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Sararrn]
at that time., He had guite an extended discussion of the sub-
Ject of the commerce conveyed by this canal and also about-
the amount of money that had been appropriated and will
be appropriated for this waterway. He stated that 603,000 tons
would be carried by the Dismal Swamp Canal and this canal if
they were thrown together. But, Mr, Chairman, that is an im-
possibility under existing conditions. There are two canals
reaching down from Norfolk to the South. One goes to Eliza-
beth City, 30 miles inland—and I know this because I have
been over it. It is about 60 miles from Norfolk to Elizabeth
City. By this other canal route it would be 120 miles between
these points. Col. Taylor conceded that some of the commerce,
or much of the commerce, which goes over the Dismal Swamp
Canal originates along that canal. There are two towns on that
canal—Norfolk, a large city, and another city of considerable
importance, Elizabeth City, on the Dismal Swamp Canal. The
purpose of this Beaufort Canal is to drive that Dismal Swamp
Canal out of business; as the engineers say, into bankruptey.
But you can not take away the little traffic they have over
there, because the conditions are different. This canal will
never carry it. This canal carries only about 65,000 tons out-
side of the wood and ties and logs that could be carried on a
9-foot waterway, the existing depth.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield there?

Mr. FREAR. For just a moment,

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The gentleman indicated that
the commerce here was largely local.

Mr. FREAR. No; I did not intend to indicate that. Some
of it comes from the South by a barge line. The total amount
is 209,000 tons this year and 258,000 tons the year before and in-
cludes both lecal and other freight.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The gentleman is mistaken in
that. One company has carried at least 600,000 tons in the last
year.

Mr. FREAR. Well, if that be true, Mr. Chairman, the com-
pany referred to did not carry it through the canal.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania, I will inform the gentleman
that100 new barges are operating in that eanal.

Mr. FREAR. I can not yield further, Mr. Chairman. I am
sustaining my statement by the official records. The Engineer’s
reports have not been questioned heretofore. We have appro-
priated a little over a million dollars on the canal thus far. It
is through an unsettled country. There are not a hundred thou-
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sand people living In that neighborhood. I think not 50,000; I
think, in fact, Senator Burton showed there were not 25,000
people living there. It is a $5,400,000 item, and there is no
telling what the end of this will be, and there is practically no
important commerce on it. On the Erie Canal the commerce
has practically been driven off, and as the distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. Caxsox] said the other day, there is
no waterway trafiic in the United States that amounts to any-
thing outside of the deep waterway canals. This is only a shal-
Tow ¢anal. It was bought over from a private company by the
United States at a cost of $500,000 and is a poor investment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin has expired.

Me, GOOD. Mr. Chairman, I desire fo use but two minutes
on this amendment, and I reserve the other three minutes for
the other amendment.

Mr. FREAR. The gentleman ean not do that.

Alr. GOOD. Mr. Chairman, this amendment provides that
$200,000 shall be appropriated for this work for this year.
The testimony before the committee was to the effect that not
more than $200,000 could be used in the operation of the Gov-
ernment plant. The Army engineers state that it cost the Gov-
ermmnent 4.3 cents per cubice yard, place measurement, to do the
work with its own plant, while the contractors are paid mor:
than 7.3 eents per cubic yard for the work done by them. My
amendment will give the Army engineers all the money they can
expend next year by keeping the Government plant in opera-
tion. If done in that way, the work will be done at a cost of
approximately 4.3 cents. If this amendment prevails, it will
take longer to do the work ; but it will not cost much more than
half the amount of money to do it that it will cost if this work is
done by private contract.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, of course, I sympathize
with aoy effort that gentlemen may make here fo reduce the
cost of this elass of work to a minimum ; but the mmendment of
the gentleman, in my opinion, would not have that effect. My
judgment is that it would make the work cost a great deal more
than it will cost if we proceed in the way we have proceeded
heretofore. No one ean tell at this time what kKind of a bid
may be submitted by a would-be contractor. Whatever bid is
subiitted, the Honse may rest assured that the Government en-
gineers and the War Department are not going to allow any
more than is absolutely necessary to get the work done, as they
always reserve the right to reject any or all bids, I want to
sy, further, that the Government dredging plants, of which
the Government has a lavge number, costing about $15,000,000,
with a present value of about $12,000,000, have had the effect
of reducing very matervially the amount charged by contractors.
I remember when I first entered this body, 21 yvears ago, that
in my section of the country it was costing five or six or seven
times us much to do a given mmount of dredging as the con-
tractors charge now for the =mme kind of work, and that re-
duetion is very largely because of the fact that we have quite
a mumber of plants in that section of the counfry, Now if it is
necessairy fo apply any remedy, the true remedy is to build
more <redges.  But I doubt very materially if it is necessury,
hecause we are getting this work done ahnost as cheaply, ner-
haps quite as cheaply, as it ean possibly be done. There may
be now and then an isolated case where a contractor may make
more than he ought to make; but in the main they do not, and
1 wish to say, further, that neither the gentleman from Iown
nor anyone else can tell what the bids for this particular work
are going to be.

Mr. GOOD. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes.

Mr, GOOD. The report of the Army engineers was that for the
last vear the Government had constructed by private contract
over 14 iniles, at 74 cents plus per cubie yard, and had eon-
structed a little over 2 miles by Government plant, at a cost of
4.3 cents,

AMr. SPARKMAN. That probably is caused by the faet that
in some places the Government work ean be done a little more
cheaply than in other places, At some places where they have a
plant nlready constructed and not much wear and tear, the cost
to the Government is very small, whereas in other places it is
much larger. It isthe average cost which ought to be considered.

Mr. GOOD. Where the cost to the Government is Iarger the
report of the Army engineers shows that there is usually n
greater difference between the cost by Government plant and
the cost by private contract.

Mr. SPARKMAN. You can not fix the price in advance if you
are going to have any work at all done by private contract.

Mr. TAVEXNNER. Mr. Chairman, T should like to ask the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. SpagEmax] how he ean say that

the Government engineers and the War Depariment will not
pay private contractors more than it will cost the Government
to do this work, when they have already paid more in previous
years? Have these officers reformed?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I did not say that. The gentleman mis-
understood me. It may and does in some instances cost wore,
but I remember at least one case where it cost the Government
more to do the work than it wonld have eost to have it done by
private contract.

Mr. TAVENNER. T should like to ask the gentleman from
Florida, since the Government is going to continue to improve
rivers year after year, and it is a permanent business, whether
he does not think that as a general rule the Government itself
ought to do it when it can save millions of dollars by so doing?

AMr, SPARKMAN. If the gentleman from Illinois wants to
turn all that elass of work over to the Government, of course
it may be done, but I do not think it ought to be done.

Mr. TAVENNER. Is the gentleman opposed to the Govern-
ment dolng it?

Mr, SPARKMAN., I am willing for it to do whatever is nec-
essary, but if it undertakes to do it all the gentleman will find
that instend of a plant costing $15,000,000 it is going to take
twice or three times that to equip the Government to do this
kind of work. If you want to embark on that plan, all right,
but you want to first count the cost.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, is there any
tine remaining?

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Goop]
has three minutes remaining, which he reserved for use on an-
other amendinent.

My, SPARKMAN, Have I any time remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. All time on this amendment has expired.
The question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. Frear].

Mr, MOORE of Peunsylvania.
I may proceed for two minutes,

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks
unanimous consent that he may proceed for two minutes, Is
there objection?

Mr. SPARKMAN, T think there will be another amendment,
and the gentleman can get his opportunity on that.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Yery well, T will wait.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on the amendment of the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear].

The question was tuken: and on a division (demanded by Mr.
Fiear) there were—aves 57, noes 74

Accordingly the sunendment was rejected.

Mr. GOOGD., My, Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from JIown
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk rend as Tollows:

Amendment by Mr. Goop: On page 9, at the end of line 12, change
the pericil to a colon and insert :

“Provided, That no part thereof shall be nsed to pay for any work
fdone by private contract if the contract price is more than 25 per cent

lr]l excess of the estimated cost of doing the work by a Government
plant.”

The CHAIRMAN,
for three minutes,

AMr. GOOD. Mr. Chairman, I am sure the House never wants
to do a foolish thing. It never wants to do a thing that it is
obliged to apologize for or go back upon. The fortification hill
reported this morning contains this provision practically as I
have offered it, as applied to this hill ; that is, that private con-
tractors shail not have wore than 235 per cent on their contracts
in excess of the estimated cost of doing the work by Government
contract. You are going to be ecalled upon to a man on that
side of the aisle to support that proposition when the fortifiea-
tion bill is up for consideration, and when you do I commend
your vote, for you will support it then, because I believe it is
sound, I believe it is right, I believe that when you write that
into the law on a bill covering $20,000,000 you are doing n
courageous amd patriotic thing, and I think you will be doing
just as courageous a thing, just as patriotic a thing if you write
it into n law appropriating $40,000,000 for river and harbor
improvements.

And yet you voted down this proposition limiting confractors
to reasonable profits the other day, and I take it that you
are going to vote it down to-day, but how are you going to
explain your action to the constituents that you represent, on n
bill appropriating $40,000,000, on this item appropriating a
million dollars, more than $300,000 of which is purely pork,
according to the statement of the Army engineers.

As to the quarrel between the gentleman from Florida, the
chnirman of the committee, and the gentlethan from South Caro-
lina [Mr. Sxyarnn]; as to the amount of tonnage on this eanal, I

I ask unanimous consent that

offers an

The gentleman from Towa is recognized
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have but little to say. I have confined my statement to the
report made by the chairman of the committee that the total
tonnage of the canal last year was 229,047 tons. The gentle-
man from Pennsylvania and the gentleman from North Caro-
lina say that it is over 600,000 tons, but nowhere in the Army
Engineer's report, nowhere in the report of the chairman of
the committee, can you find more than 229,047 fons.

Now, Mr. Chairman, in this item, as I stated before, the Army
engineers report that we are paying private contractors more
than 74 cents for doing the work, while the Government is
doing the work for 4.3 cents, and my amendment simply limits
the private contractor to a profit of 25 per cent.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Goobn].

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. SpargMmaN) there were 83 ayes and 50 noes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mpr. Chairman, I ask for tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed as tellers the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Spargman] and the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. Goob].

Mr. TRIBBLE. Mr. Chairman, can we have the amendment
again read.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment will be
again reported.

The Clerk again reported the amendment.

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported that
there were 80 ayes and 59 noes.

So the amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Beaufort Inlet, N. C.: For maintenance, $10,000.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word. Mr. Chairman, an amendment which
is in line with Government ownership has just been passed by
the committee, and it invites attention, since it applies directly
to one of the great projects along the Atlantic seaboard. I
have no quarrel with those Representatives who in good faith
oppose waterway improvement, but those who live along the
coast line sometimes wonder at the lack of interest in the matter
of commerce and preparedness of those who come from the in-
terior. No longer ago than day before yesterday one of the
most distinguished men of his time, a man whom I have fol-
lowed in fair weather and in foul, the great ex-Speaker of the
House of Representatives [Mr. Cannox], stood upon this floor
and made a speech which, respect him as I do, I am obliged to
observe would have been remarkable if made anywhere within
100 miles of the Atlantic seaboard. In that speech he undertook,
in opposition to the construction of a connecting waterway along
the coast, to say that if the people in his valley of the Wabash
could move the Atlantic Ocean over they would be grateful,
since they would like to have the sea to go upon.

I do not think the gentleman would stand for that as an
argument even in his own country, because it is untenable, as
was the suggestion made by our distinguished leader on this
side of the House [Mr. Manxwx] in the discussion of the river
and harbor bill two or three years ago, when, in opposition to
some eastern project, he suggested, in happy vein, the construec-
tion through the Rocky Mountains of a canal to connect Chicago
with the Pacific Ocean.

In considering the bill we have just passed along a strip of
country which, if you gentlemen who voted for the amendment
were familiar with it, would at once point out to you the error
of that vote. Not so much as it pertains to Government owner-
ship, which you seemingly have voted into this bill, but be-
cause the effect may be to stop a great work, if, perchance, pri-
vate contractors, with all the odium that attaches to the name,
in these times of increased prices of material and labor, can
not compete to the extent of 25 per cent with the Government
plants, which have the overhead charges paid at the outset.
There can be but one meaning to that amendment, and that is
to impede, if not to stop, the business that is being done on the
inside waterways of the Atlantic seaboard. And yet the votes
have come, in part, from Atlantic Coast States, in spite of the
representations of your own people, in spite of the resolutions
passed by chambers of commerce and boards of trade and by
business men and others engaged in shipping. You have joined
our great leader on this side to vote out of this bill an important
and needed improvement, demanded by your own constituents.

What does this coastal project mean? My great and good
friend from Illinois [Mr. Caxxox] indicates that what is pro-
posed to be done here is to build an inside waterway along the
Atlantic coast “6 miles from the sea.” Oh, with all respect
to one whom I love and admire, the gentleman from Illinois
would do well to take up the geography that he studied in his

North Carolina days and he would then understand how unfair
and how inaccurate that statement is,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania has expired.

Mr, MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent to proceed for five minutes,

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, T want this
time in order that I may have an opportunity to tell my Repub-
lican friends zlong the Atlantic seaboard what the people will
think of them when they come to realize that their Representa-
tives have fallen in here under the banner of a Government-
ownership proposition to defeat the great work that the people
want done along the Atlantic seaboard—a work for commerce
and preparedness, not for the people of the Atlantic coast but
for all the people of the United States. My friend from Illinois
[Mr. Caxnoxn], with a splendid sweep of that strong left arm
of his, indicated that preparedness upon a 8-foot channel or with
a 10-foot or a 12-foot channel was ridiculous, and yet every one
of you who has been following the story of the European war
knows that the 6-foot channel in Germany has been the salva-
tion of the German people in this great trial through which they
are passing. [Applause.]

Every one of you who recalls the floods in Paris will remem-
ber that it was the barge on a six or seven foot canal that
saved the people of that ecity and brought them food and muni-
tions. What are we doing along our own coast? I want the
men from Maine, the men from Vermont, the men from New
Hampshire, the men from Massachusetts and New York, as
well as those from Florida, North Carolina, and Virginia, to
understand what they have done. I want te rouse them up to
a sense of their duty. Apparently they have voted to stop busi-
ness unless the Government goes into the contract business to
construct this waterway. It will delay the work——

Mr, GOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Not now—delay the work on
this waterway between Norfolk and Beaufort. On Saturday
last I pointed out the great advantages of the waterway along
the upper coast. This Beaufort reach is a connecting link run-
ning south, and what does it do? It carries our commerce
inside the coast line from the sea as far as 50 miles from Cape
Hatteras, the most dreaded point along the Atlantic seaboard,
and which every mariner fears.

Oh, if some of you from the mountain tops, from the valleys
of the interior, if some of you from along “the banks of the
Wabash ” would only go down there and look at the grave-
yvard of the ships that have been piling up during the last
200 years you would not vote as you did a little while ago
against proceeding with the work upon this inside course.

We are entitled to protection from Cape Hatteras. The
people expect it. They want a safe passage for human life, a
safe passage for thousands of tons of commerce which should
not be driven to death in the open sea. I cite to you the case
of three barges in distress on the Atlantic ocean yesterday.
They were compelled to go outside because they were drawing
too much water for the inside course. Their signals of distress
were answered by a revenue cutter, and we are told that they
were brought back safely to port. But what of the ships and
the barges that are lost? Let gentlemen from Chieago answer
this question. What have you done to help us?

During the 10 years from 1900 to 1909, according to statistics
well confirmed, coming from the life-saving bureau of this Gov-
ernment, there were no less than 5,700 disasters to shipping
along the Atlantic seaboard, many of them off Cape Hatteras,
which you, my dear friend from Iowa [Mr. Goon], wonld prolr
ably deny the advantage of an inside passage.

Mr. GOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield now?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I will give the gentleman some
figures that will convinee him before I yield.

Mr. GOOD. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Yes.

Mr. GOOD. Does the gentleman mean to say that if we put
a provision upon this bill which limits the profit of dredgzes to
25 per cent, will stop this improvement, when the farmers of
Iowa, Illinois, and Indiana, according to Government reporis,
receive less than 3 per cent upon their investment?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I hold no brief for the dredg-
ers, but I will venture to tell the gentleman that the farmers
of Towa are more prosperous to-day and are making more money
than are the dredgers along the Atlantic seaboard. T challenge
the gentleman to deny that statement; your farmers are pros-
perous and they are prosperous because they are selling their
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grain and their products to those of us along the Atlantic sea-
board who are trying to safeguard your business.

Mr. GOOD. I simply quote from two Government reports,
cne from the Agricultural Department, and the other the report
of the engineers.

Mr., MOORE of Pennsylvania. And the gentleman has done
it in the name of the farmers who are most prosperous at the
present time.

Mr. GOOD. I have done it in the name of an empty Tlenw1y

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania has again expired.

Mr., MOORE of Pennsylvania. AMr. Chairman,
mous consent to proceed for two minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection. :

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. There were 5,700 disasters on
the Atlantic seaboard during the 10 years following 1900. How
many lives were lost in those disasters? It may not make any
difference to you out West, possibly, but the total number of
lives lost was 2,200, There is a fine old story which runs that
it does not make any difference how many boys are killed in
battle or how many go down in the ships, provided they are
not your boys. Some of these 2,200 perhaps were western boys.
They were our sons, our brothers, our fathers, heads of families,
and they went down in those 10 years because, forsooth, we
did not give them a safe inside passage. The material side of
it may not be so important, but with those 2,200 lives went
down $40,000,000 worth of property. It was the property of
people all over the United States.

Why, men of Congress, if you had given us those $40,000,000
we \\nuld have built this inside waterway that by brother
Frear, of Wisconsin, and my brother Carnaway, of Texas,
are worrying about, all the way from New York down south
below the terrors of Cape Hatteras. I want you to think over
the vote that yon east to-day, and I trust that you will not cast
any more of the same kind, [Applause.]

Mr., SPARKMAN, Alr; Chairman, I move that all debate
upon this paragraph clese in five minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The guestion is on the motion of the gen-
tleman from Florida to close debate upon this paragraph in five
minutes.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, a parlinmentary
inguiry. What amendment is before the House?

The CHAIRMAN, A pro forma amendment.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. The gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. Frear] can make his speech on another pro forma amend-
ment.

I ask unani-

Mr. FREAR. But I want to talk on this particular water-
way.
Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend the motion of

the gentleman from Florida by making it 20 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Illinois.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
Maxx) there were—ayes b3, noes 66

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend by striking out
“5” and making it “15."

Ti:e CH &IIHI AN. The question is on the amendment of the
gentleman from Illinois,

The question was taken, and the Chair announced that the
aves seemed to have it.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a division.

The committee divided ; and there were—ayes 53, noes 63.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, T ove to amend by striking out
“5 " and inserting *10.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of the
gentleman from Ilinois.

The question was taken, and the Chair announced that the
ayes seemed to have it.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Division, Mr. Chairman.

The committee divided ; and there were—ayes 54, noes 67.

Mr. MANN. Mr, Chairman, I ask for tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr. MANN and Mr. SPARKMAN took their places as tellers.

The committee agnin divided; and the tellers reported—ayes
57, noes 82,

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion——

Mr, GREEN of Towa, Mpr. Chairman, I rise in opposition.

The CHAIRMAN, There is a motion before the House to
The question is on the motion of the gentleman
Sr.u:u aax] to close debate in five minutes,

close debate,
from Florida [Mr,

The question was taken, and the Chair announced that the
ayes seemed to have it.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, T ask for a division.

The committee divided ; and there were—ayes 83, noes 4.

Mr, MANN. Mr. Chairman, I ask for tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr, MANN and Mr. SPARKMAN took their places as tellers.

The committee again divided; and the tellers repor led—:ues
81, noes 48,

So the motion was agreed to.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the pro forma amendment of the genileman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Moorr] and also, incidentally, in opposition to the re-
marks which he just made. I was surprised a short time ago
when the chairman of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors
declined to accept the amendment which was last offered by the
gentleman from Yowa, my colleague [Mr. Goon]. I ean not
undersiand at this time how any Member could have voted
against this amendment except on the theory that the committec
ought to on all oecasions and under all ecircumstances be sus-
tained, regardless of the merits presented by the amendment
which is offered.

Mr. Chairman, it has been repeated in the newspapers of the
present day, iterated and reiterated, that the reason that this
House is not voting more money for so-called preparedness is
because a large majority of the Members of this House are too
much interested in “ pork-barrel ” propesitions. I do not ecare to
consider that matter at this time, because I know, and every
Member of this House knows, that, no matter what the vote on
this bill for rivers and harbors may be, no matter what the
amount that will be appropriated by it, it will not have the
slightest effect on the amount that is awarded for preparution
against invasion or for war.

Mr., RAGSDALE. Will the gentleman permit an interrup-
tion?

Mr. GREEN of Towa, I can not at this time.

I do not know what defense could have been made to this
amendment, There is nothing which would be more likely to
bring this House into contempt and derision before the country
than refusing to adopt the amendment which was offered by the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Goon]. The only objection that was
made against it was the one which was made by the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Searkaran], that he thought instead of re-
ducing the expense it would increase it, and that objection was
made to the original amendment of my colleague. When it was
introduced in such form that that objection could not be made,
then comes my friend from Pennsylvania [Mr, Moore] with a
tearful plen for the sailors who are being wrecked along the
coast,

Mr. Chairman, if T had a tenth part of the wealth that some
of the gentleman's counstituents possess and felt so sorry for
the sailors that are obiiged to go through the stormy regions of
Cape Hatteras as he seems to feel, I would build a dredge my-
self and take the contract for less than 25 per cent above what
it costs the Government to perform it. Why is it that these
dredge owners will not enter into these contracts sinece this
amendment was adopted? What do they want? Do they want
50 per cent or 100 per cent or 200 per cent higher than the Gov-
ernment price, or do they want more money to spend on ban-
quets and to entertain people that they think can have some
influence upon this House in the matter of these appropriations?
That was all shown in statements made by my collengue by
quotations from these very men who have been taking these
contracts at an exorbitant price.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania.
the banquet proposition seriously,
bers of Congress?

Mr. GREEN of Towa. I do not. I am happy to say that no
one believes anything of that kind would affect Members of
Congress; but these gentlemen who instituted these banquets
seem to think that possibly they may have some effect, judging
from the statements they have made.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I decline to yield further.

Regardless of the banquet proposition, there was one matter
that was plainly brought out, and that was that these con-
tractors were in a pool and a trust to hold up the Government
and extract from the Government exorbitant and unreasonabie
prices for doingz fhis work, and the amendment merely pro-
vided against their continuing so to do.

The gentleman does not take
does he, as affecting Mem-

The COHAIRMAN. All debate is exhausied, and the pro
forma amendment is withdrawn. The Clerk will read.

Mr. McLAUGHLIX. DMr. Chairman, a parliamentary in-
quiry.
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr., McLAUGHLIN. Was that motion to close debate on
the section and all amendments thereto?

The CHAIRMAN, It was on the paragraph and all amend-
ments thereto.

Mr. MANN. What became of the amendment, My, Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. The pro forma amendment was with-
drawn, or it will be considered as withdrawn, if there is no ob-
Jjection.

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Harbor at Morehead City, N. C.: For maintenance, $2,600,

Mr, MCLAUGHLIN, M. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan moves to
strike out the last word.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. The amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Towa [Mr. Goop] and adopted by the House was, I
think, very proper, and it does not mean, in my judgment, that,
as stated by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Moore],
there is to be Government ownership and Government operation
of all these works. I know something of the work done by the
Government dredges and by private contract on the Great Lakes.

Mr. CALDWELL. A point of order, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. CALDWELL. Has the gentleman the right to discuss any
other amendment than the one striking out the last word, follow-
ing an amendment which has been passed? I object. i

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan will observe
the rules of the House.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. If there is any question about being in
order, I shall offer such an amendment as will make my remarks
in order. I think the House should not be too particular, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. RAGSDALE. Mr. Chairman, a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. RAGSDALE. I understood that the motion that was
adopted was that all debate on this paragraph be closed.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair knows.

AMr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman be allowed to proceed for five minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is already recognized for
five minutes. ’

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania.
made against his proceeding.

Mr. CALDWELL. . T object to his proceeding, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will proceed.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I said I had some knowl-
edge of the work done by the Government itself and by private
contractors on the Great Lakes, and I know that the work done
by the Government dredges has brought about a reduction of
prices paid to the private contractors. It has not resulted in
the Government doing all the work, It has not resulted in con-
struction of Government plants suflicient to do a great part of
the work. It has simply resulted in more reasonable contracts
by private contractors.

Mr. SWITZER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Michigan yield
to the gentleman from Ohio?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Yes.

Mr. SWITZER. I will ask the gentleman if it is not a faet,
as the gentleman from JTowa [Mr. Goon] argued, that it has
slightly incrensed the private contracts with respect to that
canal?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. My remarks are directed to this propo-
sition, that it will not result in Government ownership and Gov-
ernment operation, as the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Moorg] so much fears. :

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield at that
point?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. I can not yield.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman declines to yield.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. And the gentleman says also that in
caleulating the cost of work dene by Government dredges, no
aecount is taken of overhead expenses. I know that charge has
been made concerning work on the Great Lakes, and it has been
refuted. 1 wish to say that if the Government engineers op-
crating under the direction contained in the amendment just
adopted would make estimates of the cost of Governinent
dredging without taking into account the overhead eharges and
all costs and charges that would have to be incurred by private
contrictors doing like work, they would not be worthy of the

I thought a point of order was

positions they occupy, and they ought to be court-martialed. I
do not believe there will be any such style of figuring on the
part of Government engineers.

Now, the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Moore] is
always forceful and sometimes interesting, but he is not always
convincing or helpful to the House. The trouble with him is
that he argues with the same force and vehemence respecting
all propositions, good, bad, and indifferent, arguing with the
same force this morning as yesterday when he defended those
dinky little things which local enthusiasts call harbors on the
const of New Jersey. [Laughter.]

Mr. SMALIL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Pardon me; I have not the time. One
of those projects is Cold Spring Inlet, N. J., for which this bill
carries an appropriation of $40,000 for maintenance. Con-
cerning this project, or this harbor, as the local interests are
pleased to ecall it, Capt. Lockwood, of the Corps of Enginecrs,
in his report to Congress says:

The project of improvement if carried to completion will be of mate-
rial benefit to the city of Cape May as a pleasure resort by {illing the
adjacent swamp lands, obliterating mc_lsaqiulto-bmﬂllng beds, and fur-
nishing opportunity for expansion of building sites.

We find also in the report made by Capt. Flagler, of the
Corps of Engineers, the following statement concerning this
projeci. The report says that it—
wonld also permit a_ resumption of ihe yacht races that were at one
time sailed at Cape May and formed the most attractive event of the
season. The Cape May yug an international trophy, I am informed, is
now sailed for at New York, Together with the projects in real estate
improvement at Cape May, the establishment of a secure harbor wouli,
I am sure, largely increase the present patronage of summer visitors at
1his lecality.

So river and harbor bills in the past have earried approprin-
tions, and this bill earries an appropriation of money, under
the guise of improving a harbor and providing for navigation,
for the purpose of reclaiming swamp lands, exterminating
mosquitoes, adding to the area of land for building sites, and
for the purpose of assisting Cape May to compete with New
York in the matter of regattas and yacht races. The only
reason urged by the chairman of the committee for making this
appropriation is that large sums of money have heretofore been
expended, and, in order to mnintain a semblance of a harbor,
it is necessary for the Government to go on year after year
spending money. The reports of engineers show that this
project was approved in the first instance with the idea and
with the hope that a large amount of commerce of great value
wonld be worked up, it being estimated that the value of the
commerce would be more than twoe million and a quarter dollars
annually, but the commerce in 1914 was only 6,193 tons, with a
valuation of $103,000.

In my judgment there is but one proper course to he pursued
respecting this project. The business of the harbor has not
developed in accordance with the expectations of the engineers
and others who urged the improvement ; the entire project is o
failure and further expenditure by the Government is not a
good proposition; in fact, it is absolute waste of money. If the
improvement results only in draining swamps, killing mos-
quitoes, adding to the atfractiveness of a summer resort, and
providing for safety of racing yachts, it ought not to be main-
tained at the expense of the Government. If it is of real vaiue
for these purposes, the local interests, after having been gener-
ously supplied with money by the Federal Government, ought
to be willing, as they are surely abundantly able, to maintain
the harbor, if it may be so called, at their own expense.

Appropriations of money for such projects as this tend to
justify charges made against river and harbor appropriations;
they support the charge that this is pork-barrel legislation ; and
every legitimate project in the country and water commerce in
general throughout the country suffer.

I speak as I do because 1 represent a disiriet which has a
number of harbors, every one of them doing business of an
amount and character to justify Federal aid, and because I
believe items like the one I have referred to in New Jersey
weaken the bill and delay and interfere with appropriations for
worthy projects.

It is not possible for one who is not a member of the com-
mittee to be familiar with many of the projects for which appro-
priations are recommended, nor am I able to say, or willing to
believe, that the bill favors many projects like the Cold Spring
Inlet project, but the presence of this project justifies some
suspicion of the entire bill. T hope some way will be found to
eliminate it and others like Iit.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Michigan
has expired.
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Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I rise in oppo- |
sition to the amendment offered by the gentleman from Michigan |
[Mr. McLAUGHLIN].

Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent |
that all debate on this paragraph and all amendments thereto
close in five minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida asks unani-
mous consent that all debate on this paragraph and all amend-
ments thereto close in five minutes. Is there objection?

There was no objection. !

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Moore] is recognized. l

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, while *the

gentleman from Pennsylvania " may not always be convincing,
he appreciates the acknowledgment that he is sometimes foree- |
ful in this House, and if he has made an impression upon the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. McLaveHLIN] he is particularly
pleased with that.

The gentleman from Michigan objects to “the gentleman
from Pennsylvania standing up for those things along the
Atlantic seaboard that he thinks necessary to the preservation
and promotion of life and property. The gentleman from Michi-
gan never hesitates to ask for those things for the farm that
he wants. When the Agricultural appropriation bill comes
along the gentleman does not say anything about “ pork barrel.”
When the Agricultural appropriation bill is under consideration
we always find the gentleman from Michigan advocating the
measures contained therein. But in keeping with the activity
of the Chicago Tribune and other newspapers that do not know
much about the subject, we hear him finding fault with the
river and harbor bill. I would like the gentleman from Michi- |
gan and the gentleman from Illinois—the distinguished gentle-
man who has spoken frequently upon this floor upon this prepo-
sition—to know that up to 1907, according to the statistics of
a White House conference, the amount of money taken out of
the Treasury of the United States for the Mississippi Valley,
to “clean out mosquitoes,” and to build levees from the Great
Lakes to the Gulf, was $208,000,000 out of a total of $552,000.-
000 from the beginning of time, and I would like the gentle-

men from the Great Lakes territory and from the Mississippi |

Valley territory to know that while they were taking out this
$208,000,000 of a total of $552,000,000, the Atlantic seaboard
from the beginning of time, in the busy area of the original
Thirteen States, received only $141,000,000. A pretty foir
showing for the Middle West, considering its comparative
youth!

The gentleman from Michigan talks here as if he knew some-
thing about the Atlantic coast; he says this great project, serv-
ing territory where we have the commerce, where we have the
population, where we have the shipping, where we do more than
50 per cent of the manufacturing is for the purpose of wiping
out the mosquitoes. Why, in his Agricultural bill the gentle-
man will not give a dollar to wipe out mosquitoes. He wants to
take every dollar for the diseases of his cattle and horses, for
seeds and soil, and for farm instruction. There is no * pork * in
that. If there is, the gentleman can mot see it. His farmer
is the most prosperous man in the land to-day, but the gentle-
man comes along with his Agricultural bill, and the burden of
the taxation is borne by the people along the Atlantic coast as
well as his own. But the gentleman sees mothing in that to
criticize. [Applause.]

Now, I am going to tell the gentleman something I think he
should know. He harps, as a number of others from the Lakes
country do, on the tremendous tonnage of the Soo Canal. I
am glad it is large. I am as proud of it as he is, but when he
says the facts as to the Atlantic coast, as I have stated them,
are not convineing, he should be informed of his error. I have
taken the trouble to look it up—the matter of tonnage—and 1
want the facts to be known. I will put them in the Recorp in
full, because they are interesting. Out yonder upon the Soo
Canal, which he claims is the center of the tonnage universe,
they had for the year 1914 a total foreign tonnage of 26,000,000.
On the Atlantic seaboard we had 51,000,000 tons.

Mr, McLAUGHLIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I am near the end of my time,
I did not interrupt the gentleman.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Does the gentleman mean to say that
there were only 26,000,000 tons of freight passing through the
Soo Canal in 19147

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. My figures are with reference
to the foreign commerce on the Great Lakes.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. In 1913——

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman's time has expired. All
time has expired. The Clerk will read.

|| strong as the Great Lakes, and as to values, sixteen

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I will put the figures in the
Recorp. As to foreign tonmage the Atlantie ports are twice as
times as

mmuch.

The Clerk read as follows:
Fishing Creek, N. C. : For maintenance, $1,000.

.hr{é-. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I move to strilke out the last
word.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I ask unanimous conkent that all debate
on this paragraph and amendments thereto close in five minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida asks unani-
mous consent that all debate on this paragraph and amendments
thereto close in five minutes. Is there gbjection?

There was no objection.

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I had no idea of referring to
this, although it is among my notes, but it comes right after
the paragraph which the gentleman from Pennsylvanin [Mr.
Moore] was so eloguently discussing, about the commerce upon
the Atlantic coast. I am interested in this, and so is the com-
mittee, because the commerce at Fishing Creek amounts to 1,006
tons, of svhich 848 tons is timber hauled by the owners, leaving
248 tons the amount of commerce nt this point. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. McLaveaman] is right in his statement in
regard to the Soe Canal, and the gentleman from Pennsylvania
will find that the gentleman from Michigan is correct. The
commerce paksing through the Soo Canal in 1918, as shown by
the Engineer’s report, was semething like 79,000,000 tons, accord-
ing to my best recollection.

Of course, there is a large tonnage in Philadelphia. Philadel-
phia receives in this bill something like $2,700,000, with the
authorization, due to the urgent pressure hrought by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. Moore], who looks after his con-
stituents and does it well. Philadelphia is a large port; but
when he objects, as he has objected upon this floor, to a limita-
tion in the amount te be paid for dredging, he is attacking one
of the fundamental objections to this bill, and you can not
afford to go to the country with that. Yeu do not want to need-
lessly waste money. No man on this floor should do that,
and in all these dredging contracts we desire, as far as possiblc,
to keep the cost down within jimits, and that has been the pur-
pose of the amendment offered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
Goon]. Talk about Government ownership! There are a dozen
great dredging contracts made for the Delaware River. There
ought to be some limitation, if there be any question about wht
the profits are to be, and I believe that is a wise rule.

Now, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Caxxox], who mn
the statement in regard to the waterway canal, said there wis
no canal in this country, eutside of the deep-water can:ls,
bringing any profit upon any investment. He referred, amons
otherg, to the Hennepin Canal. The gentleman is correct, so
far as I can ascertain. Out of the 4,400 miles of canals that
were in existence in the United States, 2,400 miles, or over 0
per cent of the canal mileage in this country, has been aban-
doned, and there is to-day no independent canal that is making
2 per cent profit upon the actual investment. Take the Dela-
ware Canal, which the gentleman speaks about so frequently.
The stock was worth nothing and the bonds were worth only
50 cents on a dollar before the proposition came for the Gov-
ernment to buy it. Take the canal, the Beaufort and Norfolk
project ; it was bought for $500,000. It was not a profit-making
concern, but unprofitable. The Government took it, and we
have been endeavoring to conduct some business on i, and we
have spent over $1,000,000 already in that effort. The ex-
penditure of $5,400,000 is proposed in this project, and we have
developed a little over 200,000 tons of traflic. The gentleman
says $40,000,000 will be paid for all this waterway. Why, as 1
understand it, it runs from $100,000,000 to $300,000,000.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The gentleman is entirely in
error. There is no justification for any such statement as
that.

Mr, FREAR, If I am wrong, I will be glad to be corrected.
It will be over $20,000,000 for this little 13-mile Delaware Canal
the gentleman desires. That is the Agnus report. It will be
far more than that for the capal across the State of New Jer-

sey.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The Agnus report recom-
mends the construction of a 35-foot canal, and estimates the
cost at $21,000,000.

Mr. FREAR. That is right.
is the right amount.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The cost along the line would
be gauged according to the depth.

I said $20,000,000; $21,000,000
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Mr. FREALRL. Let 'me say to the gentleman that if it is to be
used for preparcidness, you have got to put that amount of
money into if.

Mr, IGOE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that T
may proceed for not more than five minutes, not on the bill but
to answer a statement made by the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Maxx] on last Monday.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri asks unan-
imous consent to proceed for five minutes, not upon the bill
Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. IGOE. Ar, Chairman, on last Monday the Judiciary
Committee reported a bill providing for the transfer of Chari-
ton County, Mo., from the eastern district of Missouri to the
western district of Missonri. The gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Maxx] had some remarks to make about the form of the
bill, and I stated as follows:,

Mr. Chairman, when this bill was considered that question was
raised, as to whether it might not be the better practice to set out
the statute as it would read when amended, and some of us were
informed that on another oceasion when that had been done the
Senate changed the practice and reported back the bill in some such

form as this.
Mr. Maxx. The gentleman’s information was incorrect. There has

been no such case. There has been no case where the House passed
a bill amending an original section, where the Senate struck that out
and inserted a mere change of the law, 3

My, Chairman, in the CoxGreEss1oxAL REcorp of Februarvy 15,
19135, on page 3820, it appears that the House considered a bill
for the transfer of two counties in Arkansas, and that bill set
out the section as it would appear when amended. The House
passed the bill. The bill was called up in the Senate, and on
page 5330 of the CoxerEssioNAL REcorp, on March 3, it appears
that the bill was reported back to the Senate with the recom-
mendation to strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert a bill in the same form as that which we passed last
Monday. That amendment was agreed to in the Senate and
the bill was returned to the House, and the bill as amended by
the Senate was agreed to by the House and passed, and it will
be found on page 5490 of the Rkcorn. I make this statement
because the gentleman from Illinois is usually correct and his
statement might be taken as proof of the fact.

Mr. MANN. I will say, Mr. Chairman, that I am very much
obliged to the gentleman from Missouri for the correction.

Mr. IGOE. I thought the gentleman would be, and I wanted
to put it in the Rkecorp so that the Judiciary Committee might
at least stand right before the House.

Mp. MANN. That was one case of bad practice which slipped
by me.

The Clerk read as follows:

Cape Fear River above Wilmington, XN,
and for maintenance, $83,000.

My, PREAR. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment : Amend page 10 by striking out lines 16 and 17.

Mr. Chairman, I offer this amendment because the im-
provement and maintenance are both joined together, and it
seems to me there is a great waste on that river, which has
go far cost the Government over $7,000,000. I am referring to
the upper part of the river, which gets $83,000. The project is
an S-foot project. The engincer says that he did not believe
than an 8-foot navigation was necessary, but thought that 4 or 5
feet would be sufficient. The board and Mr, McKenzie, chief,
approved of a modification of the channel from 8 feet to 4 feet
and from $1,350,000 to $615,000. The river and harbor act of
1910 provided for 8-foot navigation, to cost $615,000, with $85,000
maintenance. The report of 1914 says that since the adoption
of the present project closer investigation of conditions, and so
forth, render it necessary to increase the estimate from $615,000
to $1,031,000; the project is about 60 per cent completed.

Now, I wish to eall the attention of the House to the fact that
Congress has been unfair in that it reduced the appropriation
$600,000, but left the requirement for an 8-foot channel. ‘The
Army engineers say it is a mistake in estimates, because Con-
gress insists on the original depth but cuts the appropriation
one-half.

Mr. MANN,

Mr. FREAR. Yes,

Mr. MANN. This is to complete an improvement?

Mr. FREAR. Yes; but it is an S-foot channel where Army
engineers said that 4 feet would be enough. The House fook
away half of the original appropriation and left the project
requiring an 8-foot channel.

Mr. MANN. If we started in to finish an 8-foot channel to cost
$600,000 or $1,300,000, whatever it is, is it not wise to complete
it if it will only cost £50,000 or $60,000?

Mr., FREAR. That would be true if the commerce afforded
any reason for it, but commerce is practically, the most of it, 4
miles above Wilmington. Practically three-quarters of the

C.: Completing improvement

Will the gentleman yield?

commerce comes from just above the city. The fault lies origi-
nally with Congress, for they took away from ihe Army engi-
neer’s estimate about one-half of the appropriation and then
insisted on an S-foot channel. It shows the effect of legislating
in a haphazard fashion and the waste it oceasions.

- The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offeredd
by the gentleman from Wisconsin.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Charleston Harbor, 8. C.: Completing Improvement of the 28-foot
channel {¢ the sea, $70,000 ; for maintenance of improvement of Ashley
River, $10,000; in all, $80,000.

Mr., WHALEY, My, Chairman, I offer the following wmend-
ment. .

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend, by inserting on page 11, between lines 4 and 5, the foliowing®

“ Cooper River, 8, C.: For improvement of channel from the harbor
of Charleston to the naval reservation, so as to provide a channel 30
feet deep at all stages and 600 feet wide in straight stretches, increas-
ing to a thousand feet at bends, in accordance with report published
in House Document 947, Bixty-first Congress, sccond session, 5'{75,000."

Mr. WHALEY. Mr. Chairman, as this is an important
amendment, I ask unanimous consent that I be allowed to pro-
ceed for 15 minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Carolina asks
uin:tr_l’imm:S consent to proceed for 15 minutes. Is there objec-
tion?

There was no objection.

Mr. WHALEY. Mur. Chairman, this amendment is offered for
the purpose of providing an adequate channel from the harbor
of Charleston to the navy yard, located 6 miles above the city
of Charleston. There is an anomalous situation' down there,
which has been knocking at the doors of Congress ever since the
Charleston yard was located. In 1900 when the Roger Board
recommended the removal of the yard from Beaufort, S. C., to
Charleston, it made the following statement in its report:

To reach the site selected on the Cooper River it would be desirable

“to. remove the shoal at the head of Drum Island and also a lump in
the bend of the river above, neither of which involves any difficulty
or much expense.

Ever since the yard was located at Charleston, there has been
a erying need to remove two lumps from the river so that it will
allow the battleships to proeceed to the yard. To-day any bat-
tleship in the Navy can enter the splendid harbor of Charleston.
The whole United States fleet can be mobilized in that deep
and commodious harbor, but when it comes to going from the
harbor to the navy yard, which is distant 6 miles, there are
two lumps in the river which earry only 26 feet of water and
a width of 150 feet. To-day it is almoest impossible for any
naval officer to take a battleship from the harbor to the yard.
He has 26 feet under his ship at mean low tide and 5 feet rise,
but he has only 150 fect in width and at the bends of the river
it is impossible to turn a battleship which may be four or
five hundred feet long so as to avoid grounding her. The navy
yard at Charleston has a doek which ean accommodate any
battleship in the Navy which has a length of not more than 545
feet. It is the largest navy yard south of Hatteras. There
are six navy yards north of Hatteras and only three south of
Hatteras.

The water on the sill over the dock at Charleston is 31 feet,
as much as there is over any sill with the exception of the
New York yard. The bar at Charleston will allow any ship to
come into the harbor, and any ship drawing not more than 31
feet can be docked in that dock. Yet we have the stuation
to-day where a ship can not get to the navy yard because of two
little shoals up this river, In 1909 there was a provision in
the river and harbor bill ealling for a survey of this river. A
survey was made and a report made to Congress, in which it
is stated:

Cooper River in its present condition will accommodate present or
reasonably prospective commerce and needs po improvement, therefore,
but econsidering the needs of the Navy artment some improvement
is desirable. [From correspondence herewith it appears that the needs
of the Navy Department would be met by dredging a channel 30 feet
degg at all stages, and 600 feet wide in straight reaches, increasing to
1,000 feet at bends up to the naval station, passing to the east of
Drum Island, which Is estimated by the district officer to cost $175,000,

This project has been before Congress since 1910, and has
been iurned down by the Committee on Rivers and Harbors
vear after year, because it was a naval proposition and the
committee only considered the commercial needs of river im-
provement. In 1914 there was a resurvey of this river made
for the purpose of ascertaining the commerce on the river, ant
a report was made to Congress in which it was stated that the
commerce of the river had increased from $400,000 to $5,000,000,
and this year a statement was mmde to the committee at a
hearing held on the deepening of the harbor entrance to 30
feet that the commerce had increased since 1914 from $5,000,000
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to nearly $12,000,000. We have a situation down there to-day
where all of the ships of the Navy can gather in the harbor
and mobilize there and any ship in the Navy can dock at that
yard which is not more than 545 feet in length and does not
draw more than 81 feet of water, but she can not go up the
river to the yard because of two small shoals, where the river
is not wide enough. We have ample water in front of the
yard. At every other place in this river there is from 30 to
10 feet of water, and yet we have heen unable to get any relief
from the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, because it is a
naval proposition, and we can not get any relief from the
Naval Committee because it does not deal with harbor propo-
sitions. We are going into the question of national defense——

Mr. TREADWAY. Mvy. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHALEY. Yes.

Mr. TREADWAY. The gentleman states that it is a naval
proposition. Is not the reason that he can not get relief from
the River and Harbor Committee the fact that it is a new
project?

Mr. WHALEY. Oh, that was after 1914.

Mr. TREADWAY. I am talking of the present time.

Mr. WHALEY. At the present time the objection to it is that
it is a new project and it was not put in the bill on that account
this year. Last year the same objection was made, namely, that
it was a new pro, 2

Mr. O'SHAUNESSY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. WHALEY., Yes.

Mr. O'SHAUNESSY. Can the gentleman inform wus how
much money was expended there for the navy yard?

Mr. WHALEY. The Navy Department has spent $5,000,000
at the navy yard.

Mr. O’'SHAUNESSY. And they have built a yard there al-
though they did not have accommodations to go to the yard?

Mr. WHALEY. At that time the battleships were drawing
26 and 27 feet of water, which would have given enough water
to go up to the yard at high tide only.

Mr. O'SHAUNESSY. Did they go up?

Mr. WHALEY. They have had several up there. The
Olympia is up there to-day, but <he is a short ghip.

Mr. O'SHAUNESSY. Has the $5,000,000 investment at the
Charleston Navy Yard been justified in any manner?

Mr. WHALEY. More than justified. They have got four-
teen hundred empleyees working there to-day, and have been
working continuously for two years, and the SBecretary of the
Navy has written letters commending the yard for its efficient
and splendid work.

Mr. O'SHAUNESSY. What I am driving at is to find out in
what way it has been useful as a navy yard for the accommoda-
tion of battleships?

Mr. WHALEY. The only battleship there is the Olympia.

Mr. O'SHAUNESSY. That is the only one?

Mr. WHALEY. Yes,

Mr. O’'SHAUNESSY. And you have sufficient depth of
water at the yard, but you ean not get to the yard on account
of this channel?

Mr. WHALEY. Yes.

Mr. O'SHAUNESSY. And you want to deepen it to 30 feet
and widen it to 600 feet, and at certain peints in the river to
1,000 feet?

Mr, WHALEY. Yes.

Mr. O'SHAUNESSY., And the objection is made that youm
can not have it because it is a new project?

Mr. WHALEY. Yes.

Mr. MADDEN. How much will it cost?

Mr. WHALEY. It will cost $175,000; but there is nothing
for maintenance. The report of the engineers is that there
will be nothing at all for maintenance. It is a flat-footed
proposition of $175,000 to widen and deepen the river to the
yard.

Now, I want the House to understand that this is no attempt
on my part to inject any perk-barrel business into this legis-
lation, but it is a worthy, fair, and just project that has been
demanded by the Navy Department for years for the purpose
of allowing the use of the yard for battleships.

Mr. Chairman, when I found that the New York item was
going into this bill, and that there was to be an exception
made so far as new projects were concerned, and that the com-
mittee was going to take into consideration the needs of the
Navy, carrying out the lines of national defense as urged by
the Executive, I also got busy. I saw the Executive and I
ealled his attention to this matter. He stated to me that he
would send for the chairman of the committee. The other
day when the chairman was making his splendid statement in
reference to this bill I asked him if he had seen him, and he

admitted that he had been seen by the Chief Executive and
he had referred him to the naval officers,

I want to read to this House a letter addressed by Admiral
Benson to the chairman of the Committee on Rivers and Har-
bors, dated February 25, 1916:

FEBRUARY 23, 1916,

My Dear Mn. BPARKMAN: Since our conversation a few days ago in
regard to the channel leading from the city of Charleston, 8. C..
the navy yard, I find, on more careful investigation, that the dry dock
at that yard will comi’ortahly accommodate any of cur vessels up to and
including the Utaeh and Floride class.

As I told you at that time, I had taken the Ufah into Charleston
Harbor, and the least water found in the main channel was 83 feet.
Following out the same line of argument that I used in regard to the
channel in the Hast River leadin m the southward to the New York
Navy Yard, I feel that I should correct the error under which I was
laboring the cther day, and say that I believe the channel lead from
the city of Charleston vp to the navy yard should be so impro as te
make it possible to accommodate any eship in our Navy that could
use that dry dock. i

At the time the conversation took place the other day I was under
the impression that this dock could not accommodate any except our
very oldest battleships, and was really a little In doubt in regard to
that. T am se that T shounld have been in orance of this point,
but having discovered that I was ignorant, a consequently arguing
on 4 wrong basis, I think it only proper that T should correct the mistake
that I made at that time,

As you remember, when before the full Committee on Rivers and
Harbors, the direct questien was asked if I thought we should have a
ﬂrst-clnﬁs‘ navy yard scuth of Hatteras, and in answer to that question
I stated * * 1 am still of that opinion, and as Charleston is the
only one that fills that condition at present, I feel that this is alse
another argument why I should correct the wrong on that I
was laboring under during the conversation In question.

I feel particularly impelled to make this correction as in case of
international complication there should be any naval engagements son
of Hatteras, it would be of vital importanee to be able to use all the
facilities that the Charleston ?e.rd ers, and to this extent I consider
that this imprevement should considered in the nature of an urgent
one.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I wish to read a letter from the Secre-
tary of the Navy, addressed to the chairman of the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors, dated March 3, 1916:

MarcH 2, 19106,

My Dear Mg, SPARKMAN: While in Charleston, 8. C., last Deccem-
ber there were a number of our battleships in the harbor, and I was
very much impressed with the necessity deepening the channel lead-
ing from the bor to the dry dock at the Charleston yard.

As you doubtless are aware, the dry dock at Charleston is sufficiently
large to accommodate vessels of the Utah-Florida class and possibly
the Arlmng'asvw ming cl&ud. it of & . i

The cost, as [ understan el this chann eom -
tively small, and as this dock Is I::er:llyume of anywhere nea?“;?n
size south of Hatteras, it should be available for use in case of ncei-
dent to any of our v s off our southern coast. Due not only to the
lon% distance but also to the sto weather that t be encountered
off Hatteras and to the northward, it might be of vital importance to
take an injured vessel into a dock south of Hatteras.

In view of the efforts we are making along the line of preparedness,
I consider the deepening of the channel ng Charleston Ilar-
bor to the navy yard at that place of great importance and of an
urgent character, and I recommend that action be taken toward its
early accomplishment.

Sincerely, yours,
Hon. 8. M. BPAREMAN, M. (.,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

Mr. Chairman, there is not a single naval officer with whom
I have ever talked or ever heard speak of the next naval fight,
should this country get into war, who has not stated that it
will take place in the Caribbean Sea. The Norfolk Navy Yard,
which is north of Hatteras, is 1,500 miles from the Caribbean
Sea. The Norfolk Navy Yard is 500 miles from the Charleston
Navy Yard. If we have a fight in the Caribbean Sea, doubi-
less we will win that fight, but our battleships are not going
unscathed. They are going to be injured, and will have to zo
500 miles before they can get into a dry dock. If this project

JOSEravs DANIELS.

| is adopted and these shoals are removed from this river, & ship

can be taken into the Charleston Navy Yard and save 500 miles
before it could get to the Norfolk yard, and avoid going around
Cape Hatteras, which is considered “ the graveyard of the At-
lantic.”

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. SHERLEY).
man has expired.

Mr. WHALEY.
five minutes more.

The CHATRMAN. Isthere objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington.

Mr. WHALEY. I will

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washingion. As I recall the depth of
the water at the entrance of your harbor it is 28 feet.

Mr. WHALEY. It is 284 feet, with a rise of 53 feet at high
tide, making the least depth at high water 33 feet.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I have always thought
that that was one harbor that eught to be assisted. I am glad
to hear what the gentleman says.

Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHALEY. I will

The time of the gentle-
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent for

Will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. MADDEN. How long is it estimnted it will take to
deepen this channel?

Mr.» WHALEY. It can be done in six months. There are
two Government dredges in Charleston Harbor now, and have
been idle for two years.

Mr. MADDEN. What is the character of the work in the
navy yvard now?

Mr. WHALEY. They are repairing the Olympia, putting up
building ways, which will build a boat 400 feet long. There is a
torpedo squadron down there, and they are building tugs and
ferryvboats there to-day.

Mr. MADDEN, What facilities would a dry dock have for
repairing ordinary-sized battleships if they were able to get into
the yard?

Mr. WHALREY. There is every facility in the yard.

Mr. MADDEN. How about the docks?

Mr, WHALEY., It ean accommodate any battleship 545 feet
long.
Mr. SPARKMAN, I want to correct the gentleman in regard

to the depth., The difference between him and myself is not
very much. The engineers’ report for the fiscal year is that
the depth is 28 feet, with water at mean low tide over the bar
and into Charleston Harbor.

Mr. WHALEY, It is 283 feet, and every pilot in the harbor
- knows that it is 283 feet, with a 5-foot rise at high tide. The
report the gentleman is referring to is a report made in 1910.

Mr. SPARKMAN. It is the 1915 report.

Mr. TREADWAY., Mr, Chairman, may I not ask if we are
not carrying in this bill here an appropriation for $70,000 in
order to get 28-foot projects not yet completed?

Mr. WHALEY, Twenty-eight is there to-day.

Mr. TREADWAY.  What is this item here for?

Mr. WHALEY. TFor widening the channel. It is a continu-
ing project.

Mr. TREADWAY. The phraseology of the bill says “ to con-

lete.”
5 Mr. WHALEY. To-day there is 500 feet width, and to carry
out the project it is necessary to have 600 feet width of channel
to the harbor.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I have forgotten, and I
would like to ask what is the size of the dock there?

Mr. WHALEY. It is 566 feet 74 inches, and it is 31 feet 13
inches over the sill, according to the Navy Yearbook, 1915, page

H44.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. What is the width?

Mr. WHALEY. It is 134 feet wide, and will accommodate a
vessel of 101 feet beam.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I will say to the gentleman that the re-
port shows that it is 504 feet in length.

Mr. WHALEY. It will earry a ship 545 feet in length, but
the width of the dock is 134 feet. It will only carry a vessel
with 101 feet beam, because you have to have a space on each
side, the same as yon have to have a space at each end.

Mr. Chairman, when the chairman of the River and Harbor
Committee was making a statement on this bill, T am glad to
say, he was fair enough to set forth the Charleston proposition
alongside of the New York proposition. I want to read to this
House what the chairman of the committee said about these two
propositions.

I read:

The only other item that presents conditions at all similar is the
navy yard at Charleston, S. the difference between it and the yard
at New York being one of dngree in the matter of importance,

Yes; “in degree,” in that the New York navy yard is a larger
yard and a construetion yard. The Charleston yard is a repair
yard, and is becoming a construction yard, and it will take
$750,000 for New York and $175,000 for Charleston.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from South
Carolina has expired.

Mr. WHALEY. May I have three minutes, Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Carolina asks
unanimous consent to proceed for three minutes more. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. WHALEY. Besides that, I read further:

While the Charleston g has a dry dock that ean accommodate ves-
sels drawing more than 30 feet, unlike the Brooklyn Navy Yard, it has
no shipbuilding plmh its equlpment being only for repairs. 1 believe,
however, that a shipbuilding mﬁls soon to be located there, but when
completed it will o ¥y accomimy te, so 1 am advised, tugs, and possibly
torpedo boats, 3

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to state to this House that those
shipbuilding piers will accommodate any collier or naval auxil-
inry about 470 feet long and about 4,000 tons. They will accom-

modate any torpedo boat 375 feet long. That is the largest type
we have in the Navy to-day. The chairman went on to say:

Like the New York Navy Yard, however, the channel leading to the
Charleston yard is of less depth than are the slips or dry docks. Whila
the latter can accommodate vessels of 80 feet draft, the former only
has an available depth of 26 feet.

Mr. Chairman, we have this situation down there: A batile-
ship can enter the harbor at Charleston and can anchior any-
where in the harbor, and yet if you want to take it to the dry
dock, which has 31 feet of water on its sill, it is impossible to
take it there now, because there are two little mud shoals that
need to be dredged out to allow these ships to get into dry dock.
If we increase our Navy, a repair yard like this yard will relieve
these other yards up north of the repair work on these smaller
ships,

There is no reason in the world why the Government should
have a §5,000,000 plant up the river and be unable to get to it
because Congress is bickering as to whether the Rivers and
Harbors Committee should make the appropriation or the Naval
Committee should make the appropriation. What I want this
House to do iz to allow the battleships that enter the harbor to
go up to the yard and the ships that are constructed at the yard
to go out to sea.

I hope the Government will adopt this project, because it is in
line with the policy of national defense, and the appropriation
necessary to do it is infinitesimal in comparison to the benefits
to be gained.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from South
Carolina has again expired.

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts offers
an amendment, which the Clerk will report.

Mr. TREADWAY. It is an amendment to the amendment
pending, as offered by the gentleman from South Carolina.

The Clerk read as follows:

Add, at the end of the amendment the followlng: “ Provided, That

cSm-t of the amount herein appropriated shall be expended until the

authorities shall provide sufficlent public termi.nal facilities in
Charleston to be approved by the Secretary of War

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I have a good deal of sym-
pathy for the cause as presented to this House by the gentlemnn
from South Carolina [Mr. WHALEY]. I feel that line of sym-
pathy because the relation between the two propositions, that
of Boston and that of Charleston, is so similar that I feel a
brotherly regard toward the proposition which he presents.

But I want to suggest this to the House: You voted out a few
days ago an amendment offered in behalf of Boston Harbor,
very largely looking to the same end as that which the gentle-
man from South Carolina is looking for in this, namely, better
facilities to reach a dry dock and a navy yard. Now, his amend-
ment has run the whole course of an effort to secure considera-
tion from the Committee on Rivers and Harbors as a eommereial
proposition, and when the Committee on Rivers and Harbors
voted not to put in new projects, it naturally turned down the
Charleston proposition along with the others. The gentleman is
disguising the fact that he is working in behalf of the commer-
cial proposition in Charleston under the guise of possible “ pre-
paredness.” In substantiation of that statement I want to refer
to the hearings held by the Committee on Rivers and Harbors
on January 14 last.

~Mr. WHALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Massachusetfs
yield to the gentleman from South Carolina?

Mr. TREADWAY, ¥Yes.

- Mr. WHALEY. Was not that hearing based largely on adding
to the depth of Charleston Harbor from 28 feet to 30 feet? This
is a different proposition. This is improving the Cooper River
above the city of Charleston, The hearings were had on the
subject of deepening the harbor channel to 30 feet from 28 feet.

Mr. TREADWAY. It is in order to get to a new town that
the gentleman’s people are laying out there.

Mr. WHALEY. This does not reach the new town. It
misses the new town by a mile and a half, as the gentleman will
find if he reads the hearing carefully.

Mr. TREADWAY. I am glad to be corrected if I am in error
in my statement, because the gentleman knows the geography
of that region better than I do. But, so far as the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors is concerned, there was nothing before
that committee except the hearing of January 14. Is that cor-
rect? I would like the chairman of the Committee on Rivers
and Harbors to pass upon that statement,

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct.

Mr. TREADWAY, There is nothing whatever before the
Committee on Rivers and Harbors on this subject except that
hearing on January 14, Now, we are considering the river and




2098

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

ArriL G,

harbor bill, and if the gentleman's project is what it puwrports
to be, and if it has to do with preparedness, he should take it
to the Committee on Naval Affairs. I have no doubt he will
take it there ultimately. If he is turned down here, he will take
it before the Committee on Naval Affairs. The gentleman ought
to be fair to the House. He is demanding the incorporation in
this bill of an amendment that has nothing to do with the river
and harbor bill, when the Committee on Rivers and Harbors
has in no sense considered it. He ought to be fair in that atti-
tude toward the House.

Mr. WHALEY., Will the gentleman look at page 127 of the
report of the River and Harbor Committee?

Mr., TREADWAY. I call the gentleman's attention to several
items in this report. The first is the testimony of Mr. Rhett.
Mr. Rhett was introduced to the committee as president of the
chamber of commerce and mayor of the city of Charleston,
His very first statement is—

Inasmuch as this is a commercial proposition and there has gone
abroad an impresslon that the commercial business of Charleston is
not a rticularly prosperous one, I am going to ask you to give me
five minutes for a commercial review in order that you may under-
stand the conditions actually existing there. >

Then he goes on as to terminals, and states that a terminal
company was organized whieh bought up a large portion of the
water front and then failed. It was bought by the Atlantic
(‘onst Line, which subsequently associated the Southern Rail-
wiy in the ownership. |

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts has expired.

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
for three minutes more. I was interrupted by a guestion.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the gentleman’s
request ?

There was no objection.

Mr. TREADWAY. Then, later on he proceeds, Mr. Chair-
nin, as follows:

Recently we have undertaken to build a new town above Charleston,
which is on the point of n narrow peninsula, just like New York.

That is a land-development project, very plainly. Then he
SAVS:

The SBeaboard Air Line have put in terminals costing over $300,000.
Two private enterprises have put up cotton compresses and terminal
iers, and s0 on, as yon will see on this map. Four steamshlp lines
imve come into Charleston recently. The Amerlean-ITawalian Line,
with its very large ships, makes Charleston the only point of distribu-
tion on the SBouth Atlantic coast. The Morgan Line, from Galveston,
also makes Charleston its southern distributing port.

Further on he says:

We have no munlcanl terminals to speak of, but all privately owned
by steamship companles, railroads, individuals, and corporations. The
complaint was that the railroads wounld not bulld up their wharves,
and there was not an adequate amount of berths for ships. That was
the reason why we insisted that somcthln% bad to be done. The city
has an option on 850 feet of water front, but as yet nothing has been
done toward its development.

Well and good. If they want to take Government money to
improve a condition existing in Charleston Harbor, under the
guise of a river and harbor bill, they certainly ought to comply
with the very first requirement that the Rivers and Harbors
Committee makes in every instance, namely, that there shall be
public municipal terminals at the point where the appropria-
tion is to be expended. Whether or not this particular improve-
ment of the gentleman from South Carolina applies directly to
the project we have before us I can not say, nevertheless my
amendment is just as applicable to his amendment as it would
be if we were considering the gquestion of getting into Charles-
ton, because it is just ag much a commercial proposition as it
is a naval proposition; and if it is not, it ought not to be here.
If it is, as he says, solely a naval proposition, let it go into
the naval bill when that comes along,

Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Chairman, the Secretary of the Navy
appeared before the Naval Committee and called attention to
the necessity of this improvement, as also did Admiral Benson,
chief of operations. The situation is this: The navy yard is
about six miles up the river from the harbor. These two shoals
are outside of the limit of the navy yard proper, and between
the navy yard and the regular harbor. For that reason it
comes under the jurisdiction of the Rivers and Harbors Com-
mittee; but the Government has the yard above there, and in
order that that yard may be as fully and completely useful and
serviceable as it should be, in order that it may make the most
out of the $5,000,000 now invested in this yard, these shoals
should be removed. The cost of removing them would be about
$175,000.

Mr. MADDEN.
tion?

Mr. PADGETT. Yes.

Will the gentleman yield to me for a ques-

Mr. MADDEN. It really does not make any difference
whether it comes through one committee or the other. The
people have fo pay it, and what difference does it make which
committee reports it?

Mr. PADGETT. That is true. I was going to say that in
view of the necessity for it, I think the quibble between ihe
two cominittees is uncalled for. It is clear that the Naval
Committee strictly would not have jurisdiction, and we called
the attention of the Secretary to that fact; because the Naval
bill earries appropriations for dredging and improvements in
the yard and the waters adjacent to the yard, comprised and
embraced in the navy yard proper. If it were there, we could
deal with it, but as it is outside of the limits of the yard, and
interctpts the travel between the yard and the open sea down
in the river, it comes under the jurisdiction of the Rivers and
Harbors Committee, But the navy yard being there, and being
a Government institution, and a very important and necessary
one, that is a strong argument which addresses itself to the
Rivers and Harbors Committee, and also to the Committee of the
Whole, and to the House and to the Congress, why it should be
taken hold of, and why this small appropriation should be made
to take away these shoals that intercept the travel between the
sea and the yard.

Mr. SWITZER. Will the gentleman please inform the House
when the Committec on Naval Affairs first learned of this trouble
down in Charleston, and first learned that our dreadnaughts
and large vessels could not get into the dock there?

AMlr. PADGETT. The first time it was brought before the com-
mittee officially, as I now remember, was during the present
session of Congress. 1 have heard of it time and again, but I do
not think it has been officially brought to the attention of the
conmnittee before this.

Mr. SWITZER. Will the gentleman please state why some
representative of the Committee on Naval Affairs did not appenr
before the Committee on Rivers and Harbors while it was in ses-
sion for two months or more.

Mr. PADGETT. Yes; I can give the gentleman the best kind
of a reason. We were having business of our own, meeting every
morning at 10.30 and holding until between 5 and 6 in the nfter-
noon. and there were gentlemen representing the Navy who «id
appear. The Secretary of the Navy, and Admiral Benson, Chief
of the Bureau of Opcrations, did appear.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

My, PADGETT. I will ask for three minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. I’Ap-
cerr] asks unanimous consent that he may proceed for three
minutes. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. SWITZER. Will the gentleman please inform the House
why Admiral Benson or the Secretary of the Navy were not
requested by the Committee on Naval Affairs to make a recom-
mendation that this improvement be included in the river and
harbor bill by the River and Harbor Committee?

Mr. PADGETT. They did make it; they made it to us and
made it to the other committee, too.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I do not know that there is any relevancy
in it, but there was no application made to the River and Har-
bor Committee until we had finished and reported this bill to
the House.

Mr. PADGETT. I do not know the date of it, but they did
come before the River and Harbor Committee. Now, the ques-
tion has been raised about the size of the dock. I have the offi-
cinl figures here.

Mr. SWITZER. Just one more question. Does the gentle-
man understand that this project was recommended for a depth
of only 30 feet?

. Mr. PADGETT. I do not remember whether it is 283 or 30
eef. [

Alr. SWITZER. Now, is it not a fact that the General Board
of the Navy state that you should have at least 40 feet; that a
crippled battleship will require 35, 36, 37, or 38 feet to bring it
into one of these docks in order to make it effective again?

Mr, PADGETT. If the depth were 30 feet, with a 5-foot tide,
that would make 35 feet at high tide. But let me state frankly
to the gentleman that the largest dreadnaught could not be
accommodated at Charleston. Let us not labor under any miis-
take. It takes ships of the Utal class and the Florida class,
and from that size down; but for the classes above that it
would not accommodate them.

Mr. O'SHAUNESSY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PADGETT. Yes,

Mr. O'SHAUNESSY.
going to have ships of the Utah and Florida class.
be with us for some years to come?

I want to find out how long we are
Will they
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Mr. PADGETT. Yes, indeed. They are very valuable ships,
The Utah, if I remember, is about 22,000 tons displacement. I
have the exact figures here, if it were necessary to look them up.

Mr. O'SHAUNESSY. I merely wanted to be advised about it.

Mr. PADGETT. It is one of our dreadnaughts, but not one
of the largest ones, I think the draft is about 28 or 283 feet.
The depth of one of the largest dreadnaughts is not a great deal
more, but it is the dock situation which is to be considered.

Mr. O'SHAUNESSY. There is no danger of their becoming
antiquated for many years to come?

Mr. PADGETT. Oh, no.

Mr. O'SHAUNESSY. The gentleman looks upon this in-
vestment of $170,000 as making available the $5,000,000 invest-
ment?

Mr. PADGETT. Yes; our committee has not assumed to
report it out, but advised the gentleman to go to the Rivers and
Harbors Committee,

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. PADGETT. One minute more.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman asks for one minute more,
Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington.

Mr. PADGETT. Yes.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. If this is in the interest
of the Navy, why did not Admiral Benson say something about
it before our committee—why did you not get some instructions
from the White House about it?

Mr. PADGETT. We thought that the committee, on a plain
proposition like this, could take care of it without direction
from the White House.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington.
could not on that side.

Mr, PADGETT. Then we will come and get you to help us
out. Now, Mr. Chairman, referring to the dock, the length is
566 feet ; the length of the forehead to the outer sill is D48 feet;
width and coping, 134 feet; width from the top of the keel
blocks, 96 feet and 2 inches; width at the coping, 118 feet and
the fraction of an inch; governing width, 6 feet above the sill,
101 feet 11% inches; depth at mean high water to sill, 34 feet
1% inches.

So you see that it is a dock capable of dealing with, not the
largest ships because they are too long for it, but it is for the
type of ships of the Utah and the Florida and ships of that size

Will the gentleman yield?

Well, we could, but you

and below it; and, as I =ay, the Utah has a displacement of
22,000 tons.
Mr. LEVER. Mr. Chairman, -the amendment in this case

presents a business proposition. The Government has invested
$£5,000,000 in a navy yard at Charleston, 8. C., and the facts
presented to the committee this morning show that at the en-
trance of the channel there is a certain depth of water, while
at the other end of the channel where the navy yard is situated
there is another depth of water, something like 30 feet, but in
between the two places are certain shoals or bumps which re-
duce the depth to 26 feet. The amendment proposed under-
takes to deepen the channel where the bumps are, so that you
will have a uniform channel that will permit the entrance of
larger ships to the navy yard. As I say, the Government in-
vestment is 8£5,000,000. As the situation stands now the invest-
ment is not bringing its fullest return, because it is impossible
under the situation to utilize the navy yard to its fullest ex-
tent. We are called upon here this morning to invest another
$170,000 to make available to the fullest extent the invest-
ment of $5,000,000 which we have made. That seems to be a
good business proposition from the standpoint of a pure busi-
ness principle. Now, more than that, it seems that all the testi-
mony in this case agrees with that proposition.

AMr. TREADWAY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEVER. Yes.

Mr. TREADWAY. Where was the testimony submitted ;
any of it before the Rivers and Harbors Committee?

Mr. LEVER. I will yield to the gentleman from South Caro-
lina, my colleague Mr. WHALEY, to answer that.

Mr. WHALEY. If the gentleman will look on page 29 of
the hearings before the River and Harbor Committee, he will
find the following:

Mr. WHALEY. We are very much obliged to you, Mr. Chairman, for
the hearing. I would not say anything to the committee at len ,
but I just wanted to call attention to this Cooper River project.
has only two spots in it that need dredging out to make the bar 23
feet, and that would give ns a rontinuons passage up the river,
the river to-day you have 26 feet, uml lt is not wide enonqh but the
naval officers go all over this country :ﬁ we have only 22 feet.
We have 26 feet. It is not wide onough to ow n battleshlp to come
up here. Therefore the river een h 22 feet of water.
I want ihe committee to take up partlcnlurly that Looper River
project and look into 1t

wias

The CHAIRMAN, That is a new project?

Mr. WHALEY. That is a new project.

The CHAIRMAN. We have not yet determined to take up new projects,
If we do, of course, we will look into this proposition.

But you never looked into it.

Mr. TREADWAY. I would like to ask the gentleman
whether he considers that very strong testimony before the
River and Harbor Committee in behalf of the project that he is
advocating, and also whether he himself does not say that the
project is a new one, and consequently the committee having
voted not to adopt any new projects, he thinks he is rightfully
before the Committee on Rivers and Harbors in that respect?

Mr. WHALEY, I will leave it to the chairman of the Rivers
and Harbors Committee to answer the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts whether I have not been before that committee time
and again to urge this thing.

Mr. TREADWAY. I do not deny that.

Mr. LEVER. Mr. Chairman, in respect to the testimony that
I intended to bring before the committee, it does not deal with
that feature. I am going to call atfention to what took place
upon the floor of the House this morning in Committee of the
Whole. We have had the testimony of Admiral Benson guoted
that the deepening of the channel is an urgent necessity in case
of war. We have the stafement of Secretary Daniels that the
deepening of the channel was an absolute necessity to the ful-
lest development of the Charleston Navy Yard and the fullest
ufility of it in time of peace.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. LEVER. I ask for two minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. LEVER. Now, we have had the testimony likewise of
the gentleman from Tennessee, the chairman of the Committee
on Naval Affairs, supporting this proposition, and saying that
it is an absolute necessity both in time of war and in time of
peace. The deepening of this channel is also referred to by
the chairman of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors in his
opening statement on this bill, in which he says that this propo-
sition differs from the New York proposition only in point of
degree; namely, that they are both urgent and both necessary,
the difference being that one is a big proposition and the other
an apparently small proposition.

It seems to me that we have been shuttlecocking this Charles-
ton proposition between the Naval Committee and the Commit-
tee on Rivers and Harbors. We are asking to spend $170,000 to
do an urgent piece of work. That $170,000 must come from the
Treasury, and it makes absolutely no difference from the stand-
point of the taxpayer whether the expenditure is authorized by
my friend from Tennessee [Mr. Papcerr], the chairman of the
Committee on Naval Affairs, or by my friend from Florida [Mr.
Brparxaran], the chairman of the Committee on Rivers and Har-
bors. The question for this committee is, Is it an urgent neces-
sity, is it a good investment, is it a good proposition? If it is,
you must answer that this Committee of the Whole, representing
both the Naval Committee and the Commitiee on Rivers and
Harbors, will take the bit in its own teeth and do what seems to
be a businesslike and reasonable thing.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from South
Carolina has again expired.

Mr. TAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the time of the gentleman be extended for one minute as I
desire to ask him a question.

The CHAIRMAN., Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. TAGUE. Mr. Chairman, agreeing with what the gentle-
man says as to the urgent necessity for making the proper pro-
vision for entering the navy yard at once available for the ships
of the Navy, does the gentleman not think it should apply not
only to his yard but to the yard at Charlestown, Mass.?

Mr. LEVER. I confess to the gentleman that I am not famil-
iar with his proposition, and I would not care to discuss it.

Mr. TAGUE. They are both navy yards, and the gentleman is
urging one, and why not the other?

Mr. LEVER. T am informed that the gentleman has 35 feet
gft;vater whereas Charleston has only 26 feet, under present con-

ons,

Mr. TREADIWAY. But we have very much larger accommo-
dations there.

Mr. LEVER. I am not familiar with the gentleman’s propo-
sition.

Mr. TAVENNER. Mr. Chairman, the argument of the gentle-
man from South Carolina [Mr. WHALEY] sounds good to me,
and I intend to support the amendment. I would support an
amendment to improve the channel to any useful navy yard in
the United States, I believe that every year Congress is going
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to build more and more of its naval craft in Government estab-
lishments and have fewer of them built in private establish-
ments, and I am inferested in seeing this amendment adopted
for this reason. If it is not adopted, then when an amendment
is offered to the naval appropriation bill when it comes up to
build a certain vessel in a Government plant, the Charleston
Navy Yard, say, some one will get up in opposing that amend-
ment and say that one of these large ships can not get into that
yard. For that reason I am in favor of having this channel
dredged out so that that argument can not be made when the
proposition comes up to have the Government build its own
ships. I believe that appropriations for this kind of prepared-
ness are the best kind that can be made, and that the public
will get a larger amount of value out of appropriations of this
kind than out of any kind, in keeping the Government establish-
ments, particularly the arsenals and the navy yards, in shape,
so that the Government can manufacture its own munitions and
ships of every character. Therefore I shall support this amend-
ment. [Applause.]

I shall also support the amendments of the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. Goon], providing that no part of the large sums being
appropriated for river and harbor improvement shall be spent
by the awarding of contracts to private dredging firms whose
bids are more than 25 per cent in excess of the estimates for the
same work when done by the Government itself. The river and
harbor bill is already much criticized as a * pork-barrel ” propo-
sition, but if the people ever find out that the Rivers and Harbors
Committee is opposing amendments of this kind, river-improve-
ment legislation will receive a blacker eye than it now has. I
am in favor of legitimate waterway projects, but am not in
favor of paying private firms more than 25 per cent in excess of
the price at which the Government can itself do the work for.
The improvement of rivers and harbors is to be a permanent
policy of the Government, and therefore the Government is justi-
fied in doing a very large percentage of the work itself in the
event private concerns ask extortionate prices.

Mr. SWITZER. Mr, Chairman, as a member of the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors, I favored the taking on of new projects,
and if the gentleman’s project at Charleston has been suppressed
or shut off, he has no one to blame but the majority of tle
Committee on Rivers and Harbors. I was in sympathy with his
project, and I am in sympathy with all projects that are in the
interest of commerce, and that is practically what this project
is. This is just the same as the New York project, which was
carried in the bill as an exception to the rule. That carries
45,000,000 tons of commerce a year, and that is the reason it
‘was pressed before the Committee on Rivers and Harbors and
the reason it was kept in the bill. But the River and Harbor
Committee having adopted this rule not to take on new projects,
and making but one exception, in the case of New York, that
being the metropolis of the Nation, now, every time some one
gets up and says that a proposition is in the interest of pre-
paredness, although we know that the underlying reason is that
it is in the interest of commerce, practically and solely, are we
going to put it into the bill and load it down with that sort of
propositions that have had no consideration, practically, before
the Committee on Rivers and Harbors? The argument is that
it is in the interest of preparedness. If this is in the interest
of preparedness, and the Committee on Naval Affairs knew this
improvement should be made, why did they not have before the
Committee on Rivers and Harbors Admiral Benson or the
Secretary of the Navy or some representative of the Navy, giv-
ing us some testimony on which we could rely and form some
sort of judgment and conclusion, showing to us satisfactorily
that this was vital to the Nation’s defense?

Does any member of this committee believe to-day that if
such testimony had been submitted to the Committee on Rivers
and Harbors that committee would not have reported that proj-
ect in the bill or in a separate bill; and if it had done the latter,
does anyone believe that it would not have gone through this
House without a dissenting vote? No, Mr. Chairman. This is
all an afterthought and afterconsideration. The President, of
course, is urged, just as he was urged in the New York proposi-
tion. If the gentleman has a letter from the President, he has
not produced it. I believe he did say that the President had
been seen. It seems also that the Committee on Naval Affairs
has been seen and are appearing here to-day, although in our
two months' conslderation of this bill no such proposition came
before us to deepen the channel at Charleston' Harbor solely
upon the ground of preparedness. The testimony will show that
it was absolutely upon the ground and in the interest of com-
merce, :

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I regret exceedingly that
T can not recommend to the House the adoption of the project
presented in the amendment offered by the gentleman from

South Carolina [Mr. WHALEY]. Before I give my reasons for
my  objection to the amendment, however, I wish to do the
gentleman the credit of saying that he has lost no opportunity
at any time to present this matter to the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors. In addition to the statement
made before the committee at the hearings, to which attention
has been called, he has spoken to me many times and urged the
importance, from his viewpoint, of inserting this project in the
bill, and I am sorry I can not see my way clear to accept the
amendment, but for reasons I am now going to set forth I can
not do so whatever this committee may do.

In the first place, there is no project before us that, in my
judgment, ought to be adopted. In the bill of 1909 a survey was
ordered for Cooper Creek on which the Charleston Navy Yard
is located. A report as early as 1910 was furnished by the
engineers with a favorable recommendation in so far as the
use of the navy was concerned, but with a statement that it
was not needed for commercial purposes.

That is the project mentioned in the amendment proposed by
the gentleman from South Carolina. The concluding paragraph
of the chief’s report is as follows:

I concur with the district officer, the division engineer, and the
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors that Cooper River, 8. (.,
is worthy of lm‘gt_";ivement for naval pur&m up to the naval station
as indicated. le no estimate is submitted for maintenance, the
Board of Engineers for Rlvers and Harbors Is of the opinlon that its
cost wlill not excessive, in which opinion I econcur.

Now, when that was written there was no project for the im-
provement of the entrance to Charleston Ilarbor beyond 28
feet, nor is there any project for that purpose yet. Now it has
been stated that the depth over the outer bar is 28} feet, hut
the engineers in their latest report only report a depth of 28
feet.

Now, what would be the use, let me ask, of furnishing 30 feet
inside to the navy yard with only 20 feet on the outer bar?
The same suggestion would apply as was made awhile ago.
A navy yard is put away up in a shallow stream and when it
is once there they must have deep water to get to it. Now, if
we deepened this creek to 30 feet the Navy officials will come
and say, “ You have given us 30 feet of water up to the navy
yard, but we have only 28 feet on the outside. Now give us 30
feet from the outside into the harbor, and this though it may not
be needed.” That is the position in which we would be placed.
Moreover, there is a tidal rise of 5 feet, so that a vessel car-
rying as much as 33 feet can come over the bar in the Charles-
ton Harbor. Admiral Benson tells us that at least at one time
he carried a vessel in there drawing 33 feet.

Now, they have, according to the report here, 26 feet of water
up to the navy yard, through Cooper Creek. Add, then, 5 feet
to that, and you have 31 feet of water, as much as is necessary
to get to docks.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
for five minutes more.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Florida asks unani-
mous consent for five minutes more. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Now, I made a mistake in my opening
atatement which I want to correct. I said something to the
effect that the Charleston dock could accommodate vessels draw-
ing 30 feet, maybe more. I want to correct that by reading
from the report of 1910, the one to which I have already referred.
The local engineer says:

The dry dock is capable of taking the largest ships now authorized,
as the Utah and Florida. 1t Is 5370 feet long.

The report says that it can take ships 540 feet in length in-
stead of 570, and I believe that is correct; that is, 570 feet
long, 110 feet wide at the entrance, and 28.9 feet depth over
the sill at mean low water.

Now, that is the extent of the draft of the vessel that can go
over the sill, namely, 28.9 feet. So I believe that 28 feet would
be as much as would be required until the plant is enlarged.

Now, Mr, Chairman, there is another project for the improve-
ment of that channel. We referred the matter back to the
board two or three years ago. We felt we could not adopt the
old project as it was not in the interest of commerce. The
Naval Committee would not do the work., It was within its
Jurisdiction; it was also within ours, but we did not think it
of sufficient importance to commerce to undertake it. But later
it was stated that perhaps a smaller project might be in the
interest of commerce. It was said that up above there sume-
where, above the navy yard, one or more industrial establish-
ments had grown up, and we referred the matter back to the
board for report as to these changed commercial conditions,
and whether or not a modified project would be advisable in the
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interests of commerce. They came hack with a report for a
26-foot project to cost only $14,000.

Now, since that report was made we have had no river and
harbor bill with new projects in it. If it is worth anything,
when we do undertake to adopt new projects, I for one shall
he in favor of adopting that project or some modification
thereof. But I have another suggestion to make that will meet
the situation exactly, I think. We can—and it will be my pur-
pose if this is not adopted here, and I do not see why it should
be in view of what I have said—it will be my purpose to refer
the matter again to the Board of Engineers and ask them to
report upon a project fer 28 feet, with an estimate as to the
cost. I do not know what the cost for a 28-foot channel would
be, and nobody else knows mow, but a 28-foot channel, Mr,
Chalrman, is all that is needed at this time,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr, SPARKMAN., Mr. Chairman, I would like three minutes
more.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'SHAUNESSY. I want to get this clear in my mind.
You say that 28 feet is all that is necessary. Now, on the other
hand, they say 30 feet. Do you say 28 feet for commercial pur-
poses as distinguished from 30 feet for naval purposes?

Mr. SPARKMAN. They do not need 28 feet for commercial
purposes, but for the purposes of the Navy they do, in my
apinion.

Mr. O'SHAUNESSY. And this provides for 30 feet of water?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes; and they only have 28 feet over the
outer bar,

Mr. (’SHAUNESSY, But this $175,000 proposition will take
care of that?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes; and more too. What is the use of
throwing away that much money?

Mr. O’'SHAUNESSY. Yes; but what I have in mind is the
$5.000,000 investment. What are you going to do with it?

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is the argument, then; there is a
$5.000,000 investment there, and we must put in a lot of money
hecnuse we have invested $5,000,000. The moment they get 30
feet inside they will come back and say, “ Give us 80 feet also
for the ounter bar; otherwise the 2 extra feet will be thrown
away,”

Mr. PADGETT. It would not be thrown away, because there
is n greai deal of travel from the navy yard down the river,
because they do not want to be hield up there until high tide.

Mr. SPARKMAN. It has been said that “ sufficient unto the
day is the evil thereof,” and similarly we may say sufficient
unto the day is the good thereof. Whenever we get 28 feet of
wiater over the bhar I will not object to 30 feet through Cooper
Creek, if the Navy requires it; but with the 28 feet and the
tidal rise we would get 33 feet, which would be ample.

It will only be eight months from the time this bill will be-
come a law, if it does become a law—and I hope it may—until
another bill is due, and certainly eight months is not long, and
it will not take long to (o the work. It is in evidence here that
this whole project can be completed in six months. So that it
should be finished by September of next year, long before the
project in New York Harbor is likely to be completed.

Mr. PADGETT. The gentleman is basing his whole statement
o depth. This project of $175,000 is not only a matter of
depth, but it is n matter of widening out at the turn, so that
hattleships can make the turn to go in there. If you do not
zive us that a ship can not go in at all, even if you have 30
feet, If you had the tide and get 30 feet or 33 feet, you have
not got the width, and the ship can not turn. This is to get
those angles at the turns and make the requisite width.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Oh, Mr. Chairman, my statement covers
the turns and everything else, including the angles of the 28-foot
project. What do you want to throw away money for?

I did state the other day—and I have nothing to retract—
that the only difference between this and New York Harbor was
one of degree of importance and urgency. I was referring then
fo the matter of preparedness, and not to these minor details. I
do not want to be understood as intending to convey the idea
that these two projects were similar in all respects, because the
engineers have estimated exactly what the New York project
will cost, but no one has told us yet what a 28-foot project for
Cooper Creek will cost.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment. will not be adopted.

Mr. WHALEY, My, Chairman, the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Rivers and Harbors called attention to the fact that he
helieved we ought to have 28 feet up this river. I want to
call the attention of the House to this fact, that there Is 28}
feet of water over the bar, but the bar is 3 miles from the navy
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yard. A ship could go over the bar at high tide, but after
going over the bar it would have to wait 12 hours to go up the
river on the next tide. The local engineer, under date of April
2, 1910, reported on this very question. Here is what he says:

The largest battleships can now cross the Charleston bar by enter-
ing at high water. * * * The entrance channels are straight and
easily navigate®. The requirement that the ship shall enter at high
water is not seriously detrimental; but it is believed that, having
entered the harbor, they should be enabled to proceed from the deep
water of the harbor up to the navy yard at any stage of the tide. And
as curvature in the trace of the Cooper River channel is inevitable, it
is believed that improvement should contemplate greater widths and
depths than are available on the bar. Where the channel is straight
it should be made 600 feet wide; but in the bends it should be made
1,000 feet wide, and it should be made 30 feet deep throughout.

Mr. Chairman, the object of the chairman of the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors is to make two projects out of what is
one project. Instead of getting it down to 30 feet, 20 that the
ships can go up to the yard without walting for the next tide,
his idea is to make it 28 feet now, and later on make it 30
feet, instead of doing it all at once. We all know it is cheaper
if you make it 30 feet at once than if you were to make two
contracts of it.

Now, Mr. Chairman, with reference to the amendment of the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Treapway] to my amend-
ment, his amendment should not be put in here. It is not put in
here in good faith. It is offered under a misapprehension
of the situation entirely. The committee was considering the
deepening of Charleston Harbor to 30 feet, and the objection
was made that there was no public wharf at the harbor of
Charleston. This project is not for the harbor or the water
front of Charleston, but for the removal of the shoals 8 miles
up the river from Charleston.

There is ample water from Charleston Harbor up to the
shoals, and after you pass those shoals there is again ample
water around the navy yard. The whole object is to remove
the shoals, so that battleships ean get up to the yard, and so
that the Government can use an institution which cost it

5,000,000,
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
TREADWAY] to the amendment offered by the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. WHALEY].

The question was taken, and the amendment to the ameund-
ment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question now is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
WHALEY]. :

The question was taken; and the Chair announced that the
noes seemed to have it.

Mr. WHALEY. A division, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. A division is demanded.

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 44, noes 41.

Mr. SPARKMAN, Tellers, Mr. Chairman,

Tellers were ordered, and the Chairman appointed Mr. Srari-
MAN and Mr. WHALEY. L

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes
54, noes 49.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Waccamaw River, N. C. and 8. C.: Completing improvement and for
maintenance, 38,500,

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word. I want to take this occasion to con-
gratulate the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. WHALEY]
on the fight that he has made for his item. I am gratified to
see that he at least had the courage to come in on the floor of
the House and make a fight for what he believed was a meri-
torious project, and 1 had wondered what was the matter with
the gentlemen who represent the Norfolk yard, that nobody was
here to present that matter. That is one of the great yards on
the coast. Conditions there are exactly what they were at New
York. Yet no one on that side of the House made any effort
to take care of that navy yard. If I had known it was going
to be passed without anybody offering an amendment for it, I
would have offered it myself. My good friend from South Caro-
lina, Mr. WHALEY, made just one mistake

Mr. SMALL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Yes.

Mr, SMALL. I do not see the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
Horraxn], who represents the Norfolk district, but 1 may state
as a fact, which the gentleman from Washington knows, that
there is already a depth of 35 Zeet to the Norfolk Navy Yard,
and that the pending project there simply seeks to widen the
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channel, but not to deepen it, and to provide anchorage ground
at other places.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I hold in my hand the engi-
neer's report as to Norfolk. It says: ’

NORFOLE CHAXNEL.

The importance of this harbor §s shown by the .statistics ven
within, W&od‘l indicate a total tonnage of about 52,000.000 tons, with a
value o ,600,000,000 The district officer states that an idea of the
number of vessels na this cbannel may be had from the large
amount of commerce carried, and that it is a very 1f_;ﬁlm.m: glght to see
four vessels going in one direction or the other p ically abreast in
the channel. There have been a number of collisions in recent years,
due, it is stated, to lna.(le&cuate width. To handle this great commerce
safely, as well as to provide for the needs of the navy yard, he believes
the width of this channel should be Increased. He proposes a width of
600 feet in the entrance channel “E to the mouth of the SBouthern
Branch, at an estimated cost of about $560,000. In the Southern
Branch, up to the lower part of the nav ar&, it is impracticable to
gecure a width of 600 feet, and a wldth of 450 feet is recommended for
this part of the channel. Along the lower part of the navy
widih proposed is 600 feet, the same as below the mouth of the
Branch, while near the upper end of the navy yard it is practicable to
secure a greater width, and as this is desl by the Navr Department
for the proper handling of the large modern war vessels, it is proposed
to increase the width here to 800 feet. This widening of the Southern
Branch is estimated to cost about $280,000, which makes the total esti-
mate for widening the Norfolk Channel X ., The district-officer
states that if the sum of $130,000 left in d from the dredging of the
400-foot channel may be applied to the present recommended work, the
additional funds required will amount to $710,000. The estimate for
maintenance is $105, annually.

Now, that is a more important project than they had in New
York. The only thing at New York was that they could not get
in through one particular channel"at all stages of the tide.
My distinguished friend from South Carolina [Mr. WHALEY]
simply made the mistake that down in South Carolina they are
reliably Democratic. If they had a Tammany organization
down there, and a son-in-law to handle the patronage, and some-
body to placate——

Mr. SLOAN. A son-in-law of a present or a past régime?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Owing to the fact that I
do not desire to say anything embarrassing to anyone present, I
am not going to discuss the son-in-law proposition. [Laughter.]

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Does the gentleman object to
having the Recorp show that the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
LoxaeworTH] Tose? [Laughter.]

Mr. SLOAN. I may say that what defense I propose to pre-
sent will be in behalf of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Loxe-
WORTH ]. —re

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. The gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. LoxgworTi] needs no defense. He is always capable of
taking care of himself.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania.
too. [Laughter.]

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Mr. Chairman, if there
had been a political situation dewn in South Carolina such as
they had in New York, the distinguished gentleman who repre-
sents that district could not only have visited the White House
and talked with the President, but he could have come back
with a letter from the President’s Secretary, and he would have
got his project into the bill without any trouble whatever.
That is the only difference there is between the two situations.
As to the one at New York, there was an intimation from the
Seeretary of the President that the President wished the item
included in the bill. That was sufficient for the Democratic
side. If my distinguished friend from South Carolina, who pre-
sented the facts here very well indeed, instead of taking up
so much of the time of the House had used a little more time
up at the White House, if he had possessed a little more political
influence, he might then have got his project into this bill.

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, the pro forma amend-
ment will be withdrawn, and the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Santee, Wateree, and Congaree Rivers, 8. C.: For maintenance of
improvement, including the Estherville-Minim Creek Canal and the
;‘g;:%ec River as far up as the Geryals Street Bridge, Columbia,

I, '

Mr, TREADWAY. Mr, Chairman, I move to strike out this
paragraph, lines 9 to 12, inclusive.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Massachusetts offers
on amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 11, strike out lines 9 to 12, inclusive.

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, in the course of the gen-
eral debate a few days ago the chairman of the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors [Mr. SpARKMAN] criticized me somewhat
because 1 did not particularize what projects I was opposed to.
It is not necessary to go into the details of all these various
projects that any Member of the House may be opposed to,
but here is one illustration that I think nmiay be properly called

And so is his father-in-law,

to the attention of the House, to show what we are asked to
appropriate $55,000 for in this bill.

The biggest thing about these three rivers is the name—the
Santee, Wateree, and Congaree. Yom have got to twist your
tongue a little to pronounce them. All three are given in one
lump project, so we do not know where the money is going to
be used. But here is what the engineers say about the Santee:

Its bar entrance was narrow, crooked, and shifting, and so situated
as to be very difficult and ex'Pensive to improve. It had 1

ess than 5
feet of degth at low water. he river was pavigated by several small
steamers drawing less .

than 4 feet.

This is another project covered by my general criticisms in
my minority report against the rivers and harbors bill. This
report was adopted in 1881. That is a good while ago to be
keeping up =omething if the local conditions are entirely dif-
ferent from what they were when the project was adopted.

The operations and results prior to this fiscal year were a
passage 30 feet wide and 3 feet deep at high water through
Mosquito Creek. It does not say what it would be at low
water. At high water it is 3 feet deep. The entire river has
been snagged ; total amount expended, $272,245.74.

Operations and results during the Ereuent fiscal year. The work
during the year consisted in snagging the upper end of the river, miles
120 to 143, and there were removed 2,405 obstructions and 195 irees.

There must have been fine navigation in that river. This
work was for maintenance. It has to be continued, of course.
Then at the end of this fiscal year the portion of the approved
project accomplished is about 84 per cent. The available depth
at low water is about 4 feet for the canal and 3 feet in the
river. Formerly they had 3 feet at high water. Now they
have got 4 feet at low water. That is a great improvement for
the amount of money expended, which so far is $276,720.28!
That is the reference in the bill and a few of the items in the
engineer’s report. Now let us see about the Wateree River.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin, Will the gentleman permit an
interruption?

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. In this report that I have in
my hand—the one furnished to Members—on page 131, I find
that it says of the Santee River that the available depth at low
water is about 4 feet in the canal and 3 feet in the river, and
it says the tidal rise is 3% feet.

Mr. TREADWAY. That would bring it a foot below the
level; it would be half a foot less than when there was any
water in it.

The CHATRMAN.
chusetts has expired.

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask for three minutes
more.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. It is important to get these
facts before the House. I do not know anything about them,
but I ask the questions to find out what the facts are. The
gentleman from Massachusetts in his statement, reading from
a report, said that at high water there was 3 feet of water in
the river. This report says that at low water there is 3 feet,
and 33 feet tidal rise would make it at high water 61 feet.

Mr. TREADWAY. The gentleman is reading from the report
where it says that there is 4 feet in the canal and 3 feet in the
river—that is low water. Now, I would like to pass on to the
consideration of the Wateree River.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. If the genfleman will wait a
moment, let us see what the facts are. The gentleman said
that at high water there was only 3 feet in the river.

Mr. TREADWAY. That was at the time that the project
was begun, perhaps.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin, I want to know what it is now.
It was begun in 1881—and naturally the tide has not changed
any—and here is what the report says: “Available depth at
low water, 4 feet in the canal and 3 feet in the river " ; and at
high water, with a tidal rise of 3% feet, there would be 64 feet.

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I quoted from page 566
of the Engineer's report, which says that the lowest available
depth is about 3 feet at low water.

Now, in reference to the Wateree River, we find that the
work on the river has been snagging only. No dredging has
been done. The expenditures have not resulted in .a perma-
nent increase in depth. We have spent on that project up to
June 30, 1914, $186,307, of which $60,000 was for new works
and $126,000 for maintenance.

Now, as to conditions at the end of this year. The report
says that it is not practicable to state the percentage of the
completion of the project. The work is snagging, and will
be continued indefinitely. No increased depths were obtained.

The time of the gentleman from Massa-
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These remain about the same as before the improvement,
namely, 3 to 4 feet at low water. The total expenditures under
the existing project were $195,000, of which $£60,000 was for
new work and $185,000 for maintenance., As to the effect of
the improvement, they say that the project has had no effect on
freight rates. There was practically no business on the river
during the year. Some cordwood and staves were cut along
the river and rafted out to markef, but no records ean be ob-
tained as to amount or value.

It would be a great deal better for the Government to buy
the staves and logs and let them stand as timber rather than to
zet the snags out so that they can be got down to market.

Mr. RAGSDALE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TREADWAY. No; I ecan not yield; the gentleman ecan
et his own time.

Mr. RAGSDALE. I only wanted to know what river the gen-
tleman is referring to.

Mr. TREADWAY. To the Wateree River in South Carolina,
and I am reading from the Engineer’s report, on page 568.

Now, the third combined project is the Conguree River. Simi-
lar conditions exist on the Congaree River, as I find from this
statement. The engineer says since continual work will be
required to obtain the channel desired the approved project
will never be completed. The expenditures have not resulted
in a permanent inerease in depth. The length of the improved
section is from the mouth to Columbia, with the head of naviga-
tion at the foot of Senate Street, 51 miles from the mouth. The
total expenditures on the existing project, which is also the origi-
nal project, were $599,029, of which $363,674 was for new work
and $235,354 was for maintenance.

Now, as to the effect of the improvement, they say that no
actual change in railvroad freight rates has been made by the
railroads themselves in order to meet competition. Complaints
made by Columbia merchants of discrimination against Colum-
bia In favor of Augusta have caused the Commerce Commission
to order a reduction in certain rates, thus giving Columbia the
same advantage because of water transportation that had been
given to Augusta, Ga., for the same reason,

Alr. Chairman, T maintain that I have a right to oppose such
projects as this, even if I do not call attention to each one indi-
vidually, as the chairman suggested that I ought to do.

Mr., MANN. Mr. Chairman, I suppose there is water in the
Wateree River, judging by its name. Here is a river where up
fo date we have expended $195,000, of which $135,000 was for
maintenance, and it is contemplated to use $15,000 the next
vear for maintenance. Nothing for the further improvement
of the river, just to maintain the existing condition. It is not
expected that commerce on the river will grow any because the
<ituation is not to be changed. It is only for the protection of
existing commerce.

I know nothing about the river except what is in the name

and the report. In making these appropriations it is quite
proper that we should examine the commercial statistics. Of
course if you are improving a river commerce may increase
after the improvement, but all this proposition does is to
expend $15,000 to maintain existing conditions, to take care of
the existing commerce.

I read from the report of the committee:

Commercial statistics. None reported for the year. A few logs
ggg flonted and some shingles and staves were hauled by a gasoline

That is the commerce of the river. A gasoline boat, and
owing to the high price of gasoline I am confidentially informed
that that boat has gone out of business. [Laughter.] But to
maintain existing conditions, to take care of existing commerce,
it Is proposed to expend $15,000 in order that these few logs
may be floated down the river, and if there is any water in it
they would float anyway, and to provide that a gasoline launch
may take down a few more shingles and staves, The gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr, TeeapwAy] suid that the Government
might easily buy these shingles and staves and let them stand as
timber. Mr. Chairman, the Government could afford to buy the
shingles and staves and put them into buildings and in barrels
and save half the money. It is useless to send them down the
river. We could build a house there, put the shingles on the
house, make the staves into barrels and fill up the house and
let them lie there and rot and be ahead $7,500 on the appro-
priation. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. RAGSDALE. Mr. Chairman, there was one remark
made by each gentleman that I could not help but agree with,
and that is that they knew nothing about the project and
nothing about the conditions surrounding it. This has been
noticeable in other things that they have discussed, but cer-
tainly nothing to which it is more applicable than their re-
marks directed to this project. Fifty-five thousand dollars is

included for these three rivers, and these three rivers connect
not only the capital of our State but other towns of considerable
size with the coast. If they do not succeed in transporting a
single thing on that river during the year, the money that is
saved to the capital of the State alone by the difference in
transportation rates would more than justify the appropriation.

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAGSDALE. Yes, I will yield, although the gentleman
would not yield to me; because the rule on this side is always
to be courteous.

Mr. TREADWAY. 1 might say to the gentleman that my
reason for not yielding was that my time had already been
extended, and the other day a gentleman on that side objected
to my having a further extension—not the gentleman swho now
has the floor, however.

Mr. RAGSDALE. I am sure that the gentleman’s modesty
would prevent his asking for additional time, but I will permit
him to proceed out of my time.

Mr. TREADWAY. I only want to call attention to the ques-
tion of the freight rates in connection with the Congaree River;
that it was necessary to apply to the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission to have fair treatment for Columbia, and it had nothing
to do with the question of navigation. The Interstate Com-
merce Commission provided the rates, as will be found on
page 531.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin rose.

Mr. RAGSDALE. Oh, I can not yield to all gentlemen.
That would be three to attack one.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. DBut this is not an attack.
[Laughter.]

Mr. RAGSDALE. OlL, I thank the gentleman. It is such
a surprise to find that there is anything from my State that is
not attacked on that side I was misled. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. The gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. TrREADWAY | has twice referred to the fact that the In-
terstute Commerce Commission reduced the rates, but the re-
port goes on:

Thus giving Columbia the same ad\‘antage becavse of water trans-
portation that had been given to Augusta, Ga., for the same reason.

That is something of a qualification to the gentleman's state-
ment, and I want to know what the facts are.

Mr. RAGSDALE. Mr. Chairman, as stated by my colleague,
the statement made is absolutely correct. The truth of the mat-
ter is that when the gentleman states we got relief from the
Interstate Commerce Commission, the gentleman did not state
that one of the reasons we were entitled to it was because of
water transportation and competition. What he said was partly
true, but not entirely true, and the gentleman might have said
that but for water transportation to the capital of the State
we would not have gotten the relief to which we are entitled,
which this water competition gives.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. MAXN. Mr. Chairmanp——

Mr., SPARKMAN, I do not want to cut off any reasonable
debate—

Mr. MANN. Oh, I never ask for any unreasonable debate.

Mr. SPARKMAN. How much time does the gentleman want?

Mr. MANN, AIll I want iz a couple of minutes, maybe less.
The gentleman from Washington [Mr. HumprHREY] wants a
couple of minutes.

Mr, SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that all debate upon this paragraph and all amendments thereto
close in five minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida ask: unani-
mous consent that all debate on the paragraph and all amend-
ments thereto close in five minutes. Is there objection?

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. Chairman, I object; I think we have had
enough debate upon this.

Mr. MANN. Then, Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out she
last two words of the paragraph. My friend from South
Carolina [Mr. Ragspare] talked about the Congaree River. He
is right. I know nothing about the Congaree River. 1 was
talking about the Wateree River, and the Wateree River is not
the one that helps to reduce the freight rates to Columbia, S. C.

Mr. RAGSDALE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yicld?

Mr. MANN. Yes.

Mr. RAGSDALE. But to Camden, S. C.

Mr, MANN, I read from the rveport of {he distinguislied
chairman of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors made to
this House upon this bill concerning the Wateree River aml its
improvement and maintenance:

Effect of improvement : The project has bad no effect on freight rates,
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Now, if the distinguished gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. Raesparg] has information that the project has had an
effect upon freight rates he ought to have eommuaicated that
information to the gentleman from Florida or some other mem-
ber of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. I have usually
trusted to the statement of facts made by the gentleman from
Florida, and I do now. It has no effect on freight rates, and
there is no commerce to be taken care of.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Massachusetts.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Harbor at Savannah, Ga.: Completing improvement and for mainte«
nance, £545,000.

Mr, GOOD. Mr, Chairman, I desire to offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Jowa offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 11, line 16, after the figures “ §545,000,” strike out the perlod,
insert a colon, and add the fol owmﬁ

“Provided, That no part thereof shall be used to pay for any work
done by private contract if the contract lg)rico is more than 25 per cent
in excess of the estimated cost of doing the work by Government plant.”

Mr. GOOD. Mr. Chairman, the report shows that the Gov-
ernment has two seagoing dredges that cost $135,000, or pro-
poses to purchase two such dredges. There is left also an item
of $90,000 for dredging, which it is proposed to do by private
contract, and in addition to that; either under contract or by
Government plant, as may otherwise appear the most advan-
tageous to the Government, $150,000 additional. There will
be $240,000 worth of work on this project, which I think is a
meritorious project from the statement made by the gentleman
from Florida, that may be let by contraci. The committee has
already provided that in letting a contract by the Government
the engineers will be limited in the price at which they are let,
so that the contract price shall not equal more than 25 per cent
in excess of the estimated cost of the work to the Government
if done by a Government plant.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Where is that to be found?

Mr. GOOD. We adopted an amendment.

Mr. SPARKMAN. We adopted one amendment that applied
to one project.

Mr. GOOD. T say the committee has already adopted an
amendment to apply to inland waterways at Norfolk, and I
was in hopes that the gentleman from Florida would accept
this amendment. The committee has already adopted as a
principle that 25 per cent in excess of the price it costs the
Government to do the work is quite sufficient profit to the pri-
vate contractor. Why, the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr,
Moore] almost smashed this mahogany desk with his fist in
denouncing that as a principle, proclaiming that the adoption
of that latter amendment was the end of all waterway improve-
ment, If it means the end of waterway improvement for this
House to say that in letting private contracts we shall not
give the private contractor more than 25 per cent in excess of
the cost to the Government to do the same work. then we might
as well come to the end first as last. Why, think of it. You
gentlemen who have investigated the cost to manufacture by the
Government know that it always costs the Government more
than it costs a private contractor or manufacturer.

This amendment, therefore, instead of limiting him to 25
per cent profit, does not Iimit him to below 35 per cent profit.
If the work is being done cheaper by private contract than it
could be done by the Government, the amendment does no harm,
but if the work is being let at twice what it costs the Government
to do the work it will save the Government many thousands of
dollars, and we ought to save it. I contend that the committee
should write into the law the principle that in letting the pri-
vate contracts the engineers should not be permitted to go
beyond 25 per cent in excess of the cost to do the work by Gov-
ernment plant. And that is all there is to my amendment. I
was in hopes that the gentleman from Florida [Mr. SPARKMAN]
would recognize the temper of this committee, where by a vote
of more than 80 to 60 the committee determined to place that
limitation on one appropriation, and there is as much reason
for it here as there was in that case. It is true that the hear-
ings do not disclose what it is costing the Government to do
this work either by private contraet or by Government plant.
But if it costs no more to do the work by private coniract than
by Government plant, then this amendment does no harm. If
it is costing it much more by private contract, it will save the
Government a great many thousand dollars.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last two words, not for the purpose of disputing
with the gentleman from Iowa, although I did not support his
amendment on the Norfolk to Beaufort—

Mr. MADDEN. The gentleman did not oppose his amend-
ment, but spoke after the amendment was adopted.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I did not suppert the amend-
ment, although I spoke after the amendment had been
and did it as effectively as I could to bring to the attention
of the House this tendency toward Government ownership and
control. I think it is highly probable, without knowing any-
thing about the dredging business and not having any interest,
of course, in the contracts of dredgers, that the amendment that
was passed in respect to the inside waterway between Norfolk
and Beaufort will lead to a great deal of trouble and confusion
in the Engineer’s Office. In the first place, as the gentleman
from Iowa well knows, the law and the custom is to advertise
for contracts for dredging or other work, and to award con-
tracts to the lowest bidders. That is the rule of the Engineer's
Office, and the work is supervised under the direction of the
United States Army Engineers. The gentleman from Iowa has
picked out two items in this bill of several hundred items, on
which to attach his amendment. If he were dealing with the
matter solely as to principle, he should bring this propesition
before the House so that it might be general. There may be
some reason for tacking this amendment onto the inland water-
way between Norfolk and Beaufort; or there may be some rea-
son for tacking it onto the Savannah Harbor proposition. I
do not know, but I do not understand why, if the gentleman
means to start on the road to Government control and ownership
in matters of this kind and to put private operators out of busi-
ness altogether, he picks out two items in the bill and leaves all
the others to go scot free.

Mr. GOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I have indicated that this
does tend to stop Government work. Yes; I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. GOOD. I offered practically the same amendment at the
end of line 9 on page 1, and that applied to all the provisions
of the bill, not tending toward Government ownership, but only
tending toward a little economy.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania,
committee, was it not?

Mr. GOOD. Yes. There were only about 60 Members of the
committee present.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. That refreshes the memory
of all of us. When the committee was here attending to its
business——

Mr. GOOD. Sixty Members out of a total of 435——

Mr., MOORE of Pennsylvania. When the committee was
here attending to its business the gentleman’'s amendment was
defeated, but when the gentleman saw his opportunity to offer
his amendment when few Members were present he managed to
get it through.

Mr. GOOD. I hope the genfleman will be fair,

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I hope the committee will
think this thing over before it votes for this amendment. There
is no reason why this principle should be set up in respect to
the item for the harbor of Savannah any more than with respect
to any other item in this bill. I maintain that this tends to
stop operations on these waterways.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
yield to the gentleman from Illinois?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Yes.

Mr. MADDEN, Will the gentleman tell us whether 140 is
more than 160, or less? [Laughter.]

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The House reversed itself,
although it has done =o before for reaszons which I hesitate to
mention here. The House is as capable of changing its view
overnight or in an hour as some very distinguished indi-
viduals are who in control of the affairs of this Nation; but
as there is no politics in this bill it is regrettable that the
House does not know where it stands with regard to an im-
portant proposition like this. When the gentleman from Iowa
offered his amendment, the House was awake and alive to its
importance, and it rejected his amendment. But when the
House was asleep, some elogquent gentleman talked about
economy ; and then the deed was done. The Chieago Tribune
and other newspapers will doubtless have their scarce head-
lines, and the gentleman who saved the Government money
will aecount for it to their eonstituents.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania has expired.

Mr. GOOD. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I do.
Mr. GOOD. Does the gentleman consent to have the same

Then it was beaten in the

thing done under the Philadelphia item?
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Mr, MOORE of Pennsylvania. If such an amendment goes
h: the bill it ought to be general, not pertaining to one item
alone.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have five
minutes.

Mr. MADDEN. I would like to have five minutes, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that all debate on this paragraph and all amendments thereto
end in five minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida asks unani-
mous consent that all debate on this paragraph and all amend-
ments thereto end in five minutes. Is there objection?

Mr. MADDEN. I object.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I object, Mr. Chairman.

AMr. SPARKMAN. Then I ask unanimous eonsent, Mr. Chair-
man, that all debate on this paragraph and amendments thereto
end in 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida asks nnani-
mous consent that all debate on this paragrapi and all amend-
ments thereto close in 10 minutes. Is there objection?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. 1 object.

Mr. MADDEN. And I object, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is made.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Then I move, Mr. Chairman, that all de-
bate on this paragraph and all amendments thereto close in 10
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida moves that
all debate on this paragraph and amendments thereto close in
10 minutes. The question is on agreeing to that motion.

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced that
the “ayes” seemed to have it.
Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. A divigion, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. A division is reguested.

The committee divided ; and there were—ayes 54, noes, 25,

So the motion was agreed to.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr, Chairman, the gentleman from Pennsyl-

vania [Mr. Moore] said a moment ago that there was no polities
in this bill, and there is not. But I want to say to the Demo-
cratic side of this aisle that if amendments of this character are
going to be voted down, if the committee is going to continue to
retain items in this bill such as the Wateree River, as you did a
few moments ago, by the time this bill goes out of this House it
will be as full of politics as any bill that was ever before this
body.
T want to give you fair warning. A few days ago you voted to
retain the tax on sugar. We upon this side voted for is at a
protective proposition, and properly so. You upon that side
voted upon it purely as an emergency, saying that you needed
the revenue. If you are going to continue to keep indefensible
items in this bill and say by voting down this amendment that
you want the Dredging Trust to have a profit of more than 25
per cent, I say to you now we are going to meet you on the stump
with reference to the items in this bill, and you will have some
explaining teo do, why you are voting and have voted to increase
the cost of the workingman’s breakfast table for the benefit of
the Dredging Trust and authorizing the expenditure of money
on rivers that have not a dollar's worth of commerce upon them,
and never will have. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Now, I want to say a word with reference to the argument
made by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Moore] that
this amendment leads to Government ownership. The gentle-
man from Pennsylvania has declaimed many times upon this
fluor that Government ownership and Government operation is
more expensive than private ownership and operation and has
attempted to prove that assertion. Now, he says, or he implies,
that Government ownership is less expensive and that a 25 per
cent excess to private operators over Government cost is not a
fair return to the dredging companies.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman yleld?

Mr. LENROOT. Yes.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I think the gentleman mis-
states the situation, so far as some of my alleged speeches are
concerned. I have contended that the Government manufac-
ture of munitions in the Frankford Arsenal at Philadelphia,
which I have specified, has been cheaper than the manufacture
of munitions in private plants. I koow the gentleman wants to
be accurate. I have confined my remarks to one institution.

Ar, LENROOT. I am not mistaken, for the gentleman, with
reference to the building of battleships, has made that conten-
tion on this floor.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I may have so stated as to the
building of certain ships, overhead considered. That is true.

Mr. LENROOT. Now, the gentleman says that 25 per cent
profit to the Dredging Trust of the United States is not a suffi-
cient incentive to keep them In business. I say that if that is
true, the Government had better go into complete operation.
This bill carries over $40,000,000. If a 25 per cent saving could
be made, $10,000,000 could be saved in a single year, and it
would take only three or four years for the Government to own
all the dredges that are necessary and then save money by it.

Mr. Chairman, I very much regret if Members take the posi-
tion that the Members of this House must follow the recom-
mendations of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, irrespec-
tive of the merits of a proposition. It is no reflection upon that
committee if we choose to vote down a proposition. The Com-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors is the only committee in this
House where the members seem to take the position that the
House must always and under all circumstances sustain it. We
have no hesitation about disagreeing with the conclusions of
other committees, and why should we as to the conelusions of
this committee? I am sure the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
SpargMmAN] and other members of that committee desire that
the Members of this House should deal with this question on its
merits, and they will not punish anybody for disagreeing with
them upon any proposition.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin has expired.

Mr. SMALL. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
Goon), who offers this amendment, is of the opinion that it will
effect economy, and the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr., Lex-
root] thinks it ought to be adopted for the same reason. Un-
questionably they are perfectly sincere in their position, and
if they were right the amendment ought to be adopted. Now,
all this arose out of the fact that as to one project the engineers
reported that the Government dredges had been able to do a
certain piece of work more cheaply than similar work was done
by contract. That was simply sporadic and exceptional. This
amendment provides that where a bid is at a price exceeding by
25 per cent what the Government could do the work for, then
the bid shall be rejected and the work shall not be done by
private contractors.

Mr, Chairman, the difficulty with this amendment is its im-
practicability. While the Government owns a large number of
dredges in the aggregate, yet in proportion to the total work the
number is exceedingly small. amendment seeks to set up
a standard here which can not be complied with. In the first
place, it has been said in this debate—and is a fact, as I under-
stand it—that the engineers in reckoning the ecost of Govern-
ment dredging do not take into consideration the investment
in the dredge or the overhead charges of supervision by the
engineers, but substantially only the labor cost involved. That
is a very large proportion, but it is not all

Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman yield there?

Mr. SMALL. Certainly.

Mr., MADDEN. Upon what authority does the gentleman
make that statement?

Mr. SMALI. I can not cite any authority; but unless
I am greatly mistaken it has been so stated before our com-
mittee by some engineer, Does the gentleman know to the
contrary ?

Mr. MADDEN. All I know is that on various ocecasions in
the House it has been stated, when provisions similar to this
were under consideration, that the Government authorities took
into account not only the investment but the overhead charges,
the depreciation, and everything incidental to the work in which
they were engaged.

Mr. SMALL. By to-morrow I will attempt to verify it. I
can not give the authority now.

Now, Mr. Chairman, as I said, this is an impracticable stand-
ard to set up. But I want to say further, in conclusion, every
safeguard is thrown around contracts made to-day for the im-
provement of rivers and harbors. There is an advertisement.
There are open bids. The right is reserved to reject any and
all bids if the amount is too high. The engineers, with all
the information then at hand, endeavor to ascertain the reason-
ableness of the bid, and if it is unreasonable they reject it. So
there is every precaution to obtain the lowest price at the pres-
ent time, dependent upon the integrity, the skill, and the ability
of the engineers who have the final word in the letting of the
contracts. I do not think this amendment will tend in the
slightest degree to effect any additional economy.

This is not the only public work dome by the Government.
There are public buildings, there is work for the Army and for
the Navy and for the other departments of the Govermment, all
regulated by a general law, and a very large proportion of the
work is done by contract. There are no unusual complaints in
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the other activities of the Government, and I take it there is
no well-justified complaint here, and the amendment is un-
necessary.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Towa [Mr. Goop].

The question was taken ; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
Goon) there were—ayes 41, noes 40.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Tellers, Mr. Chairman.

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes
b0, noes 41,

Accordingly the amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Altamaha, Oconee, and Ocmulgee Rivers, Ga.: Continuing improve-
ment and for maintenance, $53,000,

Mr, TREADWAY, Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
paragraph, lines 22 and 23.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
TreApwAY ] offers an amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 11, strike out lines 22 and 23,

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, a few minutes ago I made
reference to some high-sounding names as being the principal
part of the item covered. Here is a worse one as far as names
are concerned: Alta-ma-ha, Oco-ne-e, and Oc-mul-ge-e Rivers,
I am sorry for anyone who has to navigate vessels on those
rivers, But 1 have made a mistake in speaking of vessels.
There is no such thing there. I have in my hand a report of the
hearing on these wonderful rivers, held on January 14, 1916.

Mr. HOWARD. Let me correct the gentleman on his pro-
nuncintion of those names, They are the Altamaha, Oconee, and
Ocmulgee. I have fished in all of them, and know all about them,

Mr. TREADWAY. I congratulate the gentleman on his
facility in pronouncing those names, which he has evidently ac-
quired by long practice. I can not swing my tongue around
them. But I want to refer to the report of the hearings before
the committee, The chairman of the committee [Mr., Srarx-
aran] the other day offered some criticisms or references to my
speaking about shallow rivers. This is one of them. The wit-
ness appearing before the committee was Mr, Walter De Four.
He stated :

The shallow water made it necessary for us o get together all the
information that it was possible to get and then, in addition to all the
jnformation we could get from the outside, to a;}ﬂy a little ingenulty of
our own and develop a boat about which Mr, ng will tell you later
on—a boat with which we are able to navigate the river, We can now
navigate this river, which is something we were never able to do before,
notwithstanding the fact that the people of Macon had spent more than
$100,000 in the building of boats.

The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr, Smita], who sits by
me, suggests that they could navigate the boat a great deal bet-
ter if they put wheels under it, because then they would not
need any water at all for the keel and the rudder.

Then Mr. De Four goes on to say:

That boat is ncw In actual operation.

Think of it, gentlemen, a wonderful advance. They are asking
Congress to appropriate money for these high-sounding names,
and there is actually a boat in operation on the river, by the
testimony of a gentleman who appeared before the committee.
Then he goes on to say:

When we appeared here in 1914 we promised to build a boat and put
it in operation on the river if given the necessary appropriation. We
did not give up, but we have built the boat.

[Applause.]

A wonderful event! Further description of the boat:

In building this boat and operating it since July 20 last, we have
learned more about navigation than we knew when we undertook to
build that boat.

[Laughter.]

They learned considerable about navigation.

As the result of that, we now have in process of construction a boat
that is built on even higher scientific principles and more advanced
theories than the former one. With the information about this boat
which Mr. Long will be able to give you later on, you can go back home
to your people and assist them greatly in the navigation of the waters
throughout their territory. I would like to Iimpress upon the mem-
bers of the committee that what we have done is the best that we
could do under the conditions. We were forced to do something, and
usually a man can do something when he is forced to do it

This is the kind of an item by which this bill secures the
reputation of being “ pork.” [Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask for five minutes
more.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks
that his time be extended five minutes. Is there objection?

Mr. RAGSDALE. I object.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I really thought the gentleman
who has just taken his seat, being a member of the River and

Harbor Committee, would at least have submitted this propu-
sition fairly.

Mr. ADAMSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WISE., I will.

Mr. ADAMSON. If the Altamaha River was transferred to
the State represented by the gentleman from Massachusetts,
?ow; much of the State would be left uncovered by it? [Laugh-
er.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, my only purpose in these few
minutes is to state the faets. I have no desire to deal in per-
sonalities or make insinuations against anybody. The truth
about the proposition is this: The boat that the gentleman
from Massachuse(ts refers to applies solely to that part of the
river from Macon, Ga., down to Hawkinsville, where for years
and years we have been trying to navigate the river, but were
prevented from doing so because the Government did not sup-
ply the little money to dredge the river. The Oconee River
on the other branch is practically in the same condition. They
have been unable o use it because the Government, through a
parsimonious method of appropriating funds, applied just
enough money to use a little on the various places where they
run together and form the Ocmulgee.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WISE. Yes.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I have an indistinet recollection
that a company was formed to operate boats on the river.

Mr, WISE. That is correct; and they have built a boat and
are carrying commerce all the year around except a month or
two in the summer, when they can not do it because the Govern-
ment has not cleaned the river. They not only have built one
boat, but they have another under construction, and they pro-
pose to continue to build the boat and put them on the river from
Macon to Brunswick, Ga., and to Savannah, Ga.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I would like to know whether
agriculture and commerce have been developed in consequence
of putting the boat on.

Mr. WISE. Yes; the report shows that in 1913 there were
16,000 tons in this part of the river, and now there are 169,000
tons over this particular part of this system. We liave built a
boat and are still building them, and the commerce is growing,
and all we need is a little money. Gen. Kingman recommended
$120,000 a year for five years to put the river system in a con-
dition where it could be used. Not only that, but by virtue of
the improvement freight rates have been reduced from 235 to 40
per cent up to Macon, Ga.

Now a few words about the whole situation. There are 494
miles of navigable river. You propose to spend only $53,000 to
maintain it and continue the improvements which have been
recommended heretofore. TFive hundred miles practically, and
$58,000 for all that system.

Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. WISE, Yes.

Mr. MADDEN. How deep and how wide is the river?

Mr. WISE. The channel at Macon, the head of navigation,
has now 3 feet of water. We are Insisting that it shall be in-
creased to 4 feet in depth.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Georgia
has expired.

[By unanimous consent, the time of Mr. Wise was extended
five minutes.]

Now, Mr, Chairman, I say there are 500 miles of this project
running through 24 counties in the central part of the State of
Georgia. Now, there are grown in those 24 counties, according
to the last census, 500,000 bales of cotton and twice that weight
in cotton seed, besides all the other products that will be
affected by this improvement. There are at least a million
people directly affected by the improvement on this system of
rivers who will receive the benefit of any reduction in freight
rates, which, as I say, has already been 25 to 40 per cent, as
shown by the report of the engineers.

Not only that, but it is shown that this system will affect
Macon, Ga., which has one to two millions of freight. We come
here and ask for the paltry sum of $1380,000, what the engincer
recommended ; but the committee, in accordance with their policy
of not increasing anything, but cutting down everything, recoms-
mended only $53,000 for the entire system of 500 miles.

Mr, STAFFCRD, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WISE. Yes,

Mr. STAFFORD. Does the State in any way contribute at all
to the expense of keeping these ¢hannels clear?

Mr. WISE. It does not; because under our State law we ean
not do it. What right has the State to improve navigable rivers?

Mr. STAFFORD. Do the municipalities contribute anything?

Mr. WISE., Yes. Macon, Ga., went to the legislature and
secured the passage of a special act to allow them to do that.
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In the city of Macon they contributed $3,000, and propose to
spend the same every year on the terminal. If there ever was
a meritorious project, a meritorious system, it is this system of
rivers. They would be justified in spending what the engineers
said we ought to have—$125,000 a year for five years—and
finish it. [Applause.]

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I did not
intend to tanke part in the discussion of this particular item
but innsmuch as the gentleman from South Carolina objected
to the continuation of the description of this boat by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts I think the committee ought to
have the benefit of it. We are asked to appropriate $53,000
a year to keep this boat running.

I want to read a little further description of this boat,
given by one gentleman who appeared before the committee.

He said:

There is not a piece of wood in this boat as our lead cll
except what went into the screens to keep th lnm!q‘uign g;m
the crew and what went into the construction ot the ice box.
[Laughter.]

Here is another thing about this wonderful boat for which
they want $53,000 a year to run:

We were just as careful about the installation of the power in this
boat as we were about the boat itself, because we realized that that
is the heart of {be boat. If a mistake in the installation
of the parts the whole strocture would be a fallure. We investi-
E:ted every engine made in this country, an to say that we

d to select a European artlcle to pui thlt t because of its

riori e selected a r engine, manufactured at Stock-
Im m. which lrea 28 cenm ul to run

e t an electric plant on this boat. Wemblwnhmor.
rather, a whistle by electricity and do various other things.

[Laughter.]

We have a number of convenjences and so on. Our boat carrles
B3 tons on a 30-inch draft; 160 tons on 48 inches. We can load
that boat down as low as 54 inches. When those photngmphs get
back to me I will go into detail, because there are some points that

mver{ important. It requiresamwot 10 men on this boat to run
it mni day. We do ruom it nlg‘ht and day. By the way, it is
the t that was ever installed of rivers that
runs nt and day. It is the first boat that ever made the trlp be-
tween awkmsville and hls.cnn in less tlmn 40 hours running time,

- L ]

We have solved the problem of nnvlz-.tlng water m than 4 feet
in depth, without a shadow of doubt.

[Applause and laughter.]

Mr. RAGSDALE., Mr, Chairman, I am very glad to hear the
gentleman from Washington [Mr. HumMPHREY] reading this re-
port. It is quite a relief to hear anything by way of pleasantry
from him, instead of his whining about hard times. Usually we
hear him talking about hard times and the ealamities of the
country, and we have grown so accustomed to hear his mournful
voice, like that of a dog who has lost its owner, that this bit of
pleasantry upon his part, I am suare, is highly appreciated by
more than one gentleman here. As to the gentleman from Wis-
consin who spoke just now, again reverting to the Wateree
River, I do not know whether it was the thought of the work-
man’s breakfast or the sight of water that caused this rabid
frothing of the “ watchdog of the Treasury,” but certainly the
gentleman is too late in getting into action, because if he wanted
to say anything about the Wateree and wanted to test the
strength of the House on that proposition, he ought not to have
sat supinely in his seat, but should have demanded a vote by
tellers. The truth of the matter is that he has been so
in filibustering that he has lost sight of everything else.

Mr., LITTLEPAGE rose.

Alr. SPARKMAN. How much time does the gentleman desire?

Mr. LITTLEPAGE. About five minutes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that all debate on the paragraph and all amendments thereto
end in five minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. LITTLEPAGE. Mr. Chairman, I have heretofore taken
but little time of this House, but to my mind a very peculiar
spectacle has been presented in relation to this amendment.
Here we have the information before this House that a million
people are interested in a stretch of river from four to five
hundred miles long, and have secured in this appropriation bill
the pitiful sum of $53,000, in the section of the country where
because of previous condition the people are poor, a few on the
minority side have slipped into the Democratic side of the
House and have gotten the leaders of the Demoecratic Party to
desert, as it were, this committee, and after having done that
gentlemen on the other side of the House have seen cause to
criticize and make fun of as good a people as God Almighty ever
permitted to live, because they have not the grandeur of a
steamboat that costs $1,000,000. They make fun of the best those
people have, That criticism is unjust, unkind, and unfair to that

southern country and its great people struggling, as it has been,
during all these years. This is a mere pittance to hand out to a
great people, and I am astounded that men of caliber, men in
high position, should criticize and move to strike out this item
which is recommended and reported by the committee. Every
man s the architect of his own fortune in this House; every
man has his own destiny to look after. I do not get one dollar
for my district in this appropriation bill. We will get it later,
if entitled to it. But when Members accuse others, either in-
ferentially or directly, of being interested in a pork barrel, T
feel like rising and resenting it on behalf of the entire member-
ship of the House, because I do not believe there is a Membor
in the House on either side who cherishes such dishonorable
sentiment. They say they serve notice that they are going to
work politics. When has the time ever been when they did not
work politics? Work it? Of course, they will. The majority—
this side of the House—is responsible for the legislation that
occurs here, and I, for one, even though I am not interested as
much as some others, am willing to stand up and take my part
of the responsibility. What has grieved my heart is to see my
own people suffer themselves to be deceived on this side of the
House. I came here to stand hitched. [Applause.] 1 came here
to stand by the committees of this House, [Applause.] I cmne
here believing that the great leaders of this House would not
appoint upon the ecommittees any but the best men, and it seems
to me that the report of this committee should be sustained.
[Applause.]

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia has expired. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Massachusetts.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows: -

Flint River, Ga.: Continuing Im
$60.000. ' 4 provement and for maintenance,

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the para-

graph.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will report the amemdment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend, on page 11, by striking out lines 24 and 25.

Mr, FREAR. DMr, Chairman, the remarks of the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. Racsparke] may have been intended
for me——

Mr. SPAREMAN. Mr. Chairman, how much time does the
gentleman want?

Mr, FREAR. Five minutes,

Mr. SPAREMAN. As much as five minutes?

Mr. FREAR. Yes, I should like as much as five minutes on
this matter that involves an expenditure of $60,000.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that all debate on this paragraph and all amendments thereto
end in seven minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no ob,

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I desire to state, if the remarks
of the genfleman from South Carolina [Mr. RAGSDALE] were
directed at me, as suggested a while ago, that T have not spoken
on any proposition for over an hour. There has been no
attempt, I amm sure, at filibustering.

I desire to say that if I consulted by own choice I would
not oppose this proposition. I believe the gentleman who ap-
peared before this committee and who is an estimable Member
of this House has quite an interest in it, but the faets shoull
be known to the committee. I can not understand why it shonld
be in the bill in its present form. We spent $421,000 on this
river, which I believe is a large river. Last year-$40,000 was
transferred from the allotment to this river and this year
$60,000. That makes $100,000 in two years. The total traffic
during last year was 37,000 tons. That traffic occurred close to
the mouth of the river. The average haul is about 40 miles,
which is near the mouth of the river.

According to the engineer's report only one boat makes an
occasional trip above. I believe it is above Bainbridge, or some
other town near there. I believe, Mr. Chairman, that there
ought to be some reasonable appropriation made for these
rivers, but when a project has been under improvement since
1880, 35 years, and we have only 37,000 tons developed with a
haul of 40 miles, and $40,000 appropriated last year and $60,000
this year, we certainly are not getting a proper return from the
money that is being spent.

The suggestion has been made in regard to other rivers, by
different speakers, as to waterways up in my own country. We
have a river where I live that formerly carried a great com-
merce, larger than the Mississippi at that time or the Missis-
sippi commerce now. It will carry large boats to-day, the
largest on the Mississippi, and yet very little freight has gone
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there in the last few years. Only a few hundred tons goes
down the river annually. It seeks th: railroads, as it seeks the
railronds everywlere else when they are within reach.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman indicate
what that stream is? }

Mr. FREAR. That is the St. Croix River.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. How much money has been
spent on it?

Mr. FREAR. A little over $100,000 some years ago. It will
carry the largest boat that is on the Mississippl River to-day.
I was going to speak about the appropriations made for the gen-
tleman’s river, which are very large indeed, and I wish to say

. there was as much traffic on the St. Croix, and far more at that
time, than there was at the same time at Philadelphia.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I would like to ask if an appro-
priation is made for it in this bill?

Mr. FREAR. No: nor for many years past, because there is
no commerce. The river is large, just like the Flint River that
is mentioned lhere, but it is commerce that should determine the
question of appropriation.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman say that
commerce ought always to go to the railroads?

Mr. FREAR. The gentleman has suggested that several times,
and he has intimated that the railroads are interested in this
bill ; but they are no more interested than the dredgers, as the
gentleman knows they are not, and he would not charge that
personally.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Of course I would not.

Mr. FREAR, DBut his publication charges it by implication.

A, MOORE of Pennsylvania. T was trying to learn whether
the gentleman prefers, in the case he cites, to have the commerce
go on the railroad or on the river?
~ Mpr. FREAR. We can not determine that question. It is
accoriling to what the needs of commerce are. It is not governed
by preference, but by convenience and comparative expense.

Mr, PARK. Mr. Chairman, I wish to call attention to the
menger appropriations that have been given to this river through
a long series of years that have amounted to the sums that the
genfleman from Wisconsin refers to. 3

There was expended on that river in—
1802__ $12, 080. 74
1805 10, 121. 60

1804 _ 7, 560

180G _ o

17, 402, 19
20, 075. 51

100, 998. 28

Appropriations of that character, Mr. Chairman, can not
mean any more work than the removal of snags and driftwood,
the removing overhanging trees, and the raising of bowlders
that fall into the river, and that should not be taken into con-
sideration when you speak of permanent improvement. This
river carries now some 37,000 tons of freight. From 1912 to
1014 it has increased over 11,000 tons, and the commerce is over

2,300,000 on the river at present. There are five boats run-
ning on the river now regularly. And it seems fo me, Mr.
Chairman, that when we ask for these little appropriations it
is considered wrong and called pork-barrel statesmanship, but
when a four or five million dollar appropriation is asked for
it is ealled broad, patriotic statesmanship; and I am against
that kind of unfair diserimination. [Applause.] There has
heen more permanent improvement on the river during the past
two years, in real aid of navigation, than has been accomplished
in the previous 10 years.

This is a very meritorious project and should be carried
through. The people are cooperating, and it will not be 10
years before we should have a commerce of not less than
$10,000,000 on this magnificent river.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.
The question is on the amendment of the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. 'rear] to strike out the paragraph.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Coosa River, Ga. and Ala.: Continning improvement and for mainte-
nance between Rome, Ga., and Dam No. 4, Ala,, $68,000; completing

construction of the lock in Dam No. 4 and completing construction of
Dam No. 5, in the State of Alabama, $20,000; Fn all, $98,000.

Mr. FREAR. I move to strike out the paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend, on 12, by striking out ih i
line 7 and endlng with line 12, S PIENNCEDR MR AR RIS

Mr. SPARKMAN,
much time he wants.

Mr. FREAR. Five minutes,

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask that all debate on
this paragraph and amendments thereto end in 10 minutes, wml
that the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Burxerr] have live
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida asks uuani-
mous consent that the debate on this paragraph and ameml-
ments thereto close in 10 minutes, and that 5 minutes of the
time be granted to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FrEar|
and 5 minutes to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Burserr].
Is there objection. [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr, FREAR. Mr. Chairman, the last river and harbor bill
carried 10 different projects on which the engineers were directed
to make a reexamination. The Coosa River was one of these
projects, and no report, to my knowledge, has come before the
River and Harbor Committee to determine the merit of this
particular river. The mouth of the river is three hundred and
some odd miles from tide water, where it opens into the Ala-
bama, I believe, and it is over 280 miles farther up the river to
where this project is being carried on. In other words, the river
as a whole is not navigable. It is much like a bottle in the
faet that at the upper headwaters they have made some im-
provement for navigation, and down at the lower end of the
river there are some improvements, but nothing has been done
between the head and lower river. The Army engineers have
urged that in a case of this kind the whole river be improved
instead of building these locks and dams at different poiuts.
And on page 9 of the Coosa River report Maj. Brown says:

I consider the improvement of the entire river as more important
than of that between Rome and Gadsden,

This improvement is going on with the understanding that
until we have spent all the money, reaching many millions and
now reaching over a million dollars, the river will not be in
navigable shape.

Now, the Alabama Power Co. has a number of power plants
upon this river. They so advertise in their literature. There
are some dams being built—I have forgotten just how many—
on this river, and have been for a number of years. The open-
channel work is 30 per cent completed after all these years.
Navigation is now practicable between Rome, Ga., and Dam
No. 4 for the entire year, with 31 feet, but down below that there
is an obstruction again and no chance for any navigation.

The commerce last year, after deducting wood and timber
from the 28,000 tons, amounts to 17,427 tons, the result of an
expenditure of $1,384,000. On page 349 of the engineers' re-
port it says that the decrease over last year is probably perma-
nent. Only one boat is operating on this improvement, and
that is not a paying investment. The cost of maintaining the
locks last year was $15,000, interest at 4 per cent upon money
invested so far means $69,000 additional every year, and we
are now proposing to put in $98,000 more.

And I wish to suggest this in passing, Mr. Chairman, that
this river is no different in character than many other rivers
now being canalized in this country. We have canalized and
spent $12,000,000 on the Warrior, for instance, and only nominal
returns have come from that large investment.

There is not a single river in this country that has been
canalized where any reasonable showing can be made in pro-
portion to expenditures that the Government has made on if.
The highest type of men among economists, who are considered
authorities in this country, have shown that it is impossible in
this country to drive the traffic to the rivers. In this connec-
tion, Mr. Chairman, I ask leave to insert a brief statement from
n gentleman who is one of the best authorities in the country,
Prof, Moulton. I ask for that privilege.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin has expired. The gentleman asks unanimous consent to
extend his remarks in the RRecorp as indicated. Is there objec-
tion?

There was no objection.

Following is the statement referred to:

River transportation is usvally analogous to thal by canal, for com-
paratively few of our streams are really natural highways of commerce,
As a rule, they are navigable for the éa;lrposcs of modern transportation,
in name only, rather than in fact. long as the cost of canalization
of a river amounts to forty, sixty, or a hundred thousand dollars a mile,
it belongs in the same category as a canal, A river like the Rhine,

I would like to ask the gentleman how
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whose banks are firm, whose gradient is gentle, whose water supply
is constant, and the cost of regulation of which {s almost negligible,

may indeed be regarded as a natural avenue of commerce, but a river

such as the Mississippi, with ever-caving sides and shifting bottoms
with periods of alternating floods and droughts, and the control o
which is, in the opinion of engineers, a greater task than the building
of the 'anama Canal. is no more to be regarded as a natural highway
of commerce than any artificial channel whatsoever. The test of the
commercial success of such a *iver must lie in the cost of rendering it
pavigable for the gurpose of modern transportation. Our investiga-
tions have indicated that it is only In rare instances that river trans-
portation can he made as economical as transportation by rail.

Mr. FREAR. Let me explain Prof. Moulton's standing as an
expert.

In June, 1911, there was offered a prize of $1,000, open to all
the writers of the country, for the best work on cconomic and
commercial subjects. The committee was appointed to pass
upon the most meritorious of all contributions and included
among its members leading authorities on economies, compris-
ing .J. Laurence Laughlin, of the University of Chicago; J. B.
Clark, of Columbia University ; Henry C. Adams, of the Uni-
versity of Michigan; Edwin F. Gay, of Harvard University ; and
Horace White, New York City.

Many contributions were offered by eminent men. The one
receiving first prize of $1,000 was unanimously given fo Harold
G. Moulton, a political economist, whose subject is * Waterways
versus Railways.”

My, Moulton traveled extensively throughout Europe and this
country, making a eaveful study of the waterway question.
Briefly speaking, he reached the conclusion that inland rivers
and canals in this country can never compete with railways, and
that in Europe. with u few exceptions, the same rule applies.

Mr. BURNETT. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is mistaken in
the statement that the Alabama Power Co. is developing several
powers on this river.

Mr. FREAR. I beg the gentleman's pardon; I did not say
“developing ™ ; just opening.

AMr. BURNETT. I understood the gentleman to say “de-
veloping.”

My, Chairman, every dollar of this appropriation is recom-
mended by the engineers. The Coosa River is formed by the
junction of the Etowah with the Oostanaula. From Mobile to
Rome, Ga., is 825 miles that may be made navigable by opening
up sbstructions in the center of the strenm. The upper stretch
of the river is navigable from Rome, Ga., by the city of Gadsden,
where I live, and there is navigation for about 200 miles down
to Dam No. 4.

Thirty thousand dollars of this appropriation is recommended
for the completion of Dam No. 5. If that is not done, if these
improvements are not made, the engineer says in his statement
before the committee that it will cost $10,000 a year for the
upkeep of the boats and machinery that the Government has in
there and has kept in there for years.

AMyr. Chairman, the engineer says another thing: The fact that
the viver is navigable and the fact that boats are running there
has decreased freight rates 50 per cent on the railroads that
run from Rome, Ga., to Gadsden, Ala.

This work has been going on for years. Sixty-eight thousand
dollars of this appropriation is for dredging and for channel
work and improvements on the upper stretch of the river. If
these obstructions are removed, it will be the lengest navigable
strenm in the South flowing into deep water except the Mis-
sissippi, and it is perennial navigation. It is not n stream that
goes dry in the summer, The rainfall on the upper section of
that river is greater than that on any other river in the United
States except that on the Columbia River, in the country repre-
sented by my friend from Washington [Mr. HUMPHREY].

The Government has been dilatory, it seems to me, in not open-
ing up all these streams, because it is a river that can be navi-
gated all the year around. The engineer acknowledged that
he was mistaken in stating before the committee that there is
only one boat running on the river, There has been one boat
running all the time, and in a letter that I filed with the com-
mittee it is shown that another boat has Leen completed, and
it is carrying 16,000 tons of freight a year, and near where
Dam No. 5 is being completed a company has been formed for
the purpose of operating a third boat. Mr. Chairman, it is not
simply small ecommerce, but the people all along this line get
the benefit of the competitive rates. It holds down the freight
rates on the railroads, and, as the engineer says, it gives them a
50 per cent reduction by reason of having the river there.

I hope the motion of the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
I'rear] to strike out the paragraph will not prevail.

I have here a ietter from a gentleman of Rome, Ga., nddressed
to Mr. Leg, of Georgia, in which it is stated that the railroad
carries 400,000 tons a year, and the people get a 50 per cent
reduction by reason of the improvements on the river. It is a
10-cent flat rate.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I do not desire to take up the time of
the committee longer,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Alabama
has expired. All time has expired on this paragraph. The
question is on agreeing to the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Freair] to strike out the para-
graph,

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Harbor at Miami (Biscayne Bay), Fla.: Continuing improvement,
$140,000 : Provided, That the work proposed under the project adopted
bfv the river and harbor act of July 25, 1912, may be done by contract
if reasonable prices can be obtained.

Mr. FREAR.
word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin moves to
strike out the last word.

Mr. FREAR. In this connection, Mr. Chairman, I eall the
attention of the committee to the fact that, so far as my ex-
amination goes this is the only project in which that con-
dition is attached. I ask the chairman of the committee what
was the purpose of attaching that provision requiring a * rea-
sonable price” on contracts entered with private parties in
this case? I ask the chairman of the committee what was
the purpose of attaching that provision to this particular
project?

Mr, SPARKMAN. I do not think I can make it any plainer
than the language itself is. It is for the purpose of having a
reasonabie contract.

Mr. FREAR. I thank the gentleman for that information.
In view of that fact, Mr. Chairman, I call the attention ot
the gentlemen on the other side, who have voted against the
proposition offered by my friend from Iowa [Mr. Goon], to the
fact that the Committee on Rivers and Harbors have placed in
this item that very proposition he urges, though without limi-
tation as to the 25 per cent profit. They have placed that very
proposition in the bill. Why place a limitation in this one case
at Miami? Why not also at Philadelphia and in connection
with every other project that we have? Here is a requirement
that we must in this case have a reasonable contract performed.
But who is to determine the reasonableness of it?

Mr. SPARKMAN. One reason for placing that in there is
i{hat the Government has no suitable dredges down there, and
it was feared that if it were left to the bidders to bid freely
and untrammeled—as, of course, they would—the Government
having no dredges down there to hold them down, the bids
would be too high.

Mr., FREAR, I fear the gentleman is entirely mistaken
there, although the reason given is right; but I fear the result.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I do not think it amounts to much,
because the engineers are not going to make an unreasonable
contract, anyway.

Mr. FREAR. It puts it up to the Army engineers, and we
have had eulogies upon their judgment. Yet the engineers have
made contracts reaching $800,000 for the waterway from Nor-
folk to Beaufort at double the Government’s price, or at least
they did last year:; and they would this year were it not for
g}e t}lmendment offered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.

oop].

Col. Taylor stated before our committee—I believe I quote
him correctly—that the very fact that the Government was
engaged in dredging on any particular project had the effect
of holding down private contructors to lower contract rates, and
that their bids were lower by reason of the fact that a Gov-
ernment dredge was established there. I think that is substan-
tially true. Yet the private contractors upon that waterway
upon which we expended $400,000 last year, named a price
80 per cent greater than the cost to the Govermment for doing
the work with its own dredges. I do not know that I care to
offer anything further, except that suggestion. It is well to
place some legal restriction on contracts with dredgers, accord-
ing to the facts developed by the gentleman from Iown.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, what was the amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. A pro forma amendment.

Mr. MANN. I am opposed to striking out the last word. If
that goes out, it all ought to go out. I would like to inguire
what is the necessity of the appropriation at all at Minmi?
My recollection is that we imposed conditions of some sort
down there. Is not this where the Flagler road runs?

Mr, FREAR. Yes.

Mr. SPARKAMAN. Yes; it runs right through Miami.

Mr. MANN. Have those conditions been complied with?

ll:{]r. SPARKMAN. Yes; those conditions have been complied
with,

Mr. FREAL.

Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last

By the city.
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Mr. MANN, Have they been complied with by the railroad?

Mr, SPARKMAN. The conditions imposed upon the railroad
were transferred to the city. The city has assumed the obliga-
tion, and complied with the requirements of the act.

Mr. MANN. What wera those conditions? ¢

Mr. SPARKMAN. I can not repeat them all, but if I had
time to refer back I counld do so. There was a lot of work to
be done in the harbor and a lot of work to be done in the way
of furnishing terminals, and so on.

Mr. MANN. I have not refreshed my recollection, as pos-
sibly I ought to have done. My recollection is that the Florida
East Coast Railroad was to do some dredging down there,
and the eity was to furnish some docks. Has either one really
been done?

Mr. SPARKMAN. As I said a minute ago, all requirements
have been met.

Mr. MANN. The requirements of the committee may have
been complied with, but have the requirements of the law been
complied with?

Mr. SPARKMAN. The requirements of the law have been
complied with. As I said, the conditions were finally assumed
by the city, The railroad refused to carry out the conditions
imposed by the original act. I think they carried out a part of
those conditions, but finally failed to carry out the remainder.
There was later some modification of those conditions by Con-
gress, Subsequently the city assumed the obligations as modi-
fied, and has carried them out in good faith.

Mpr. MANN. I read from the report, to which my attention
has heen ealled. T see it is stated—

It is anticipated that the city will be able to give the required as-
surance to the Secretary of War within a short time.

Whether that is a compliance—

Mr. SPARKMAN, That report was made last June,

Mr. MANN, Oh, no; this is the report of the Committee on
Ttivers and Harbors on this bill.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I will say to my friend that that was
tnken from the report submitted by the Chief of Engineers
last June.

Mr. MANN. Do I understand from the gentleman that we
can not place any reliance upon the report submitted by the
rentleman from Florida upon this bill? This report was sub-
wittedd on Febrnary 24, 1916,

Mr. SPARKMAN. I will try to make myself clear. What
the gentleman is reading from now is, I fancy, an excerpt from
the report of the Chief of Engineers submitted last June. Now,
that was only published for the convenience of the House or
anyone else who might want to investigate those projects. But
1 want to say that since that time the people there have com-
plied with the conditions, have satisfied the Secretary of War
that the conditions were complied with. Here is a statement
that we have from Col. Taylor, January 24 last:

The city officials have entered Into a contract for the completion of
their work. and it is understood that the contract calls for its com-
pletion in the latter part of 1916 In order that the United States’
work may progress at such a rate as to pe completed at aﬁpmximtely
the same time that the city’s work is completed an additional appro-
priation of $140,000 should now be made.

Mr. MANN. I see the gentleman who represents the Miami
distriet [Mr. Sears] is on the floor. While I have great defer-
ence for the gentleman from Florida [Mr. Spargyman], I have
no doubt the gentleman from the district [Mr, Sears] may have
the information up to date, and I would like to ask him
whether, in his opinion, these conditions have all been complied
with?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois
has expired.

Mr. MANN. T ask that I may have five minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks that his
time may be extended five minutes, Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. SEARS. Mr. Chairman, I am satisfied I can convince my
collengue, the able minority leader [Mr. Maxx] that this is a
worthy project. Ever since 1902 the good people of Miami have
been working to get access to deep water. The Florida East
Coast Railroad Co. first entered into a contract to get this deep
water and were to receive assistance from the Government.
There was a suit against this company by the Government,
which, as I understand, was won in the lower court by the Gov-
ermmnent. An appeal was taken, and this time the decision was
adverse to the Government. This left the matter practically
where it was. In 1912 there was an appropriation of $100,000
for the purpose of deepening the harbor at Miami—that is, for
the beginning of the work. It was estimated that $300,000

would be required to complete the work, The engineering de-
partment reported that only $140,000, instead of $300,000, would

be necessury to complete the work ; and on that report, not desir-
ing to go beyond it, I only asked for $140,000.

It has been said repeatedly in this House that the cities should
render some assistance. I am truly glad that for the first project
in the bill for my district I can state the people of Miami have
shown their interest and desire to get deeper water and have
bonded themselves in the sum of $585,000 with this end in view—
$185,000 for the purpose of securing terminals and building the
municipal dock; $360,000 for the purpose of digging a channel
across the bay to where the Government takes up the work.
This distance is approximately 3 miles. Forty thousand dollars
for constructing a municipal railroad on said dock. This shows
the people of Miami are interested in the work, and it certainly
shows their good faith when they are willing to spend $585,000
of their money—and it is actually being spent, for the work is
now under construction. Dredges are at work digging out the
basin and the channel across the bay, and by the first of next
year they trust the work will be completed, There are, I under-
gjtinnd, 82 boats that now pass Miami because they can not go in

ere.

My district Is 535 miles long, from Jacksonville to Key West,
and there is no place between Jacksonville and Key West at
the present time that boats with a draft of more than 10 feet
can get in. Miami is approximately 360 miles from Jackson-
ville and 165 miles from Key West. If Members could only
realize this, they would see how important it is to have this
appropriation.

Now, I called up the Census Bureau the other day and asked
them to give me the census of Miami. In 1890 they reported
there was no record, but in 1900 Miami had 1,681 inhabitants.
In 1910 it had 5471, and I state to my colleagues on the floor
of the House that to-day, less than six years from the census of
1910, the population of Miami is approximately 20,000. The city
is growing by leaps and bounds,

Mr. MANN. Is that 20,000 population in winter or summer?

Mr. SEARS. All the year round. During the winter we have
a great many tourists, but they are not included in the 20,000,

Now, Mr. Chairman, this project means a great deal to the
people of Miami. I wonld like to have the proviso so worded
the Government would have to do the additional work of
$100,000 by contract. But I am satisfied the War Department
so theroughly appreciates and recognizes the importance of {he
proposition to this beautiful growing ecity that everything
possible will be done to complete the Government’s part of the
project by the time the city completes her part.

If this appropriation is made, Miami will have a channel 18
to 20 feet in depth and of sufficient width fo take eare of her
rapidly increasing commerce, and I therefore sincerely trust
all opposition will be withdrawn.

Mr. MANN, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman's statement is so
lucid and convineing that I have nothing further to say.

The CHAIRMAN. The pro forma amendment is withdrawn.

Mr. GOOD. Mr. Chairman, T offer the following amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 12, line 17, after the word * obtnined,” strike out the period
and insert a colon, and insert:

“Provided, That no part thereof shall be used to pay for any work
done by private contract if the contract price is more than 25 per
c?:’tni‘:'a excess of the estimated cost of dolng the work by Government
plant.

Mr, GOOD.. Mr. Chairman, I hope thie gentleman from Florida
will accept the amendment. It is just like these that have been
adopted, and I would like to have an agreement with the gen-
::)Iemam from Florida that it should apply to all the items in the

ill,

Mr. SPARKMAN. 1 think it would be a good idea, in view
of the action of the House to-day on two or three amendments,
if we had one amendment before us, and that we let it go over
until we have completed the bill and then take it up, discuss, and
dispose of it.

Mr. GOOD. There are some items here to which it should
apply, but I thought I would offer the amendment to the larger
items, and then I would prepare an amendment, making the
provision apply to all the items in the bill. If that ean be agreed
to, I will not take up any time on this amendment.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Suppose we let this amendment be pend-
ing until we have gone over the bill,

Mr. SEARS. Mr. Chairman, I hope that the gentleman will
not insist on this amendment. They have cut the appropriation
from $300,000 to $140,000, and it is shown by the report of the
Government engineers that they have had some very reasonable
bids, cheaper than the Government could construet it.

Mr. GOOD. Then it will do no harm. If the bids are not
more than 25 per cent in excess of what it would cost the Gov-
ernment, it will have no effect at alk
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Mr., MOORE of Pennsylvania. I would like to say to the gen-
tleman that I would like to have an opportunity to look into this
question. It seems to me a very important one, and if we can
have a little time we may get more information.

My, COOPER of Wisconsin, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GOOD. 1 yield.

My, COOPER of Wisconsin, The gentleman said a few days
ago, and in part read what amounted to an ironclad agreement
from the dredgers and dredging associationg, to use a common
expression, to * hold up ” the Government on the bids they might
make for Government work. If that is true, and I suppose it is,
it would look no more than proper that the Government should
take the precaution to defend itself against a possible holdup
by enacting into law some such provision as is proposed by the
gentleman from Jowa, It is largely a question of fact whether
the agreement was made between the dredgers and the associa-
iion. What the gentleman from Iowa read was what purported
to be a printed report of a meeting of these men in which they
exulted over the fact that they had entered into an agreement
for the explicit and only purpose of holding up the United States
Government in any contract they might be called upon to bid on.

Mr. GOOD. I know nothing about that except what is con-
tained in the report. :

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that this amendment go over and be considered as pending until
we finish the reading of the bill, and then we can go back and
dispose of it and any other similar amendments that the gentle-
man from Jowa may see proper to offer along the same line,

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object,
there are a good many items in this bill to which such an
amendment as the one presented by the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. Goop] could not properly apply, and because of that fact
it scems that it would be uscless to make a single provision
covering all the bill, because if such a provision is made in
many cases, it might prevent the work for which this bill ap-
propriates proceeding, but where on the face of the appropria-
tion itself in any single item it appears to be advantageous
to put such a provision as the amendment of the gentleman
from Iowa into the bill, it seems to me that it ought to be put
in where it is evident to the House it can be utilized to the ad-
vantage of the Government, If a general provision should be
enncted, and that general provision might, and it undoubtedly
would, embarrass many of these improvements——

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman permit
me to interrupt him right there?

Mr. MADDEN. Yes.

Mr. SPARKMAN, That is exactly what I ealled the attention
of the House to more than once, and that is exactly what the
gentleman, I think, voted to put in the bill. I agree with the
egentleman fully that with the light now before us we can not
tell whether a proposition like that should apply universally
or not.

Mr. MADDEN. It can not.

Mr. SPARKMAN, But that is the kind of proposition before
us. What I want to do is to have it go over until the end of
the bill is reached, so that we may have time to investigate
the matter and find out what the engineers may say about it,
and if it is practicable I certainly would have no objection to it.
I do not want tc see the Government held up any more than
the zentleman does. I do not know whether there is a dredg-
ing trust or not. There may or may not be one; but whether
there is or not, I do not want the Government to pay one cent
more than a fair price for the work.

Mr. MADDEN. I wish to say to the gentleman from Florida
that I think it is not practicable to apply the amendment to such
cases as the North Carolina case.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Let it be pending, then.

Mr. MADDEN. And to the Georgia case.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman from
Illinois yield?

Mr. MADDEN. And perhaps in this case—yes; I yield to
the gentleman from QOhio.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr., Chairman, I wanted to ask the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Goop] if it was his intention to
have this apply in any other case than dredging—that is, this
zeneral proposition?

Mr, GOOD. Yes.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Does he want it to apply, for instance,
to the building of dams, locks, and so forth, or is it to be con-
fined to dredging?

Mr, GOOD. It is limited by its terms to those items where
the Government has a plant to do its work, because the com-
parison is by Government plants, and therefore it might not
apply to these items where the Government has no plant and

‘where it could not make an estimate. However, it should apply

to all work provided for.

Mr. LONGWORTH. But the gentleman generally has re-
ferred to the case of dredging, and to a possible combination
among dredgers. I wanted to know whether he intended to
cover anything except dredging where the Government had a
plant?

Mr. GOOD. What I was going to ask the gentleman from
Florida is whether or not he would object to my amendment
being offered at this time as a new paragraph and modified so
that it will read—

That no part of the funds herein appropriated shall be used to pay
for any work done by private contract if the contract price is more
than 235 per cent in excess of the estimated cost of doing the work by
Government plant,

It would then apply to the entire bill, and then we could let
that amendment be pending until the completion of the bill.

AMr. SPARKMAN. I think the gentleman should have per-
mission to offer his amendment—of course, he has that—but I
think that all amendments like that should go over until we
have finished reading the bill for amendment. I, for one, want
to get some more information than I have at present before
finally passing upon it.

Mr. GOOD. I do not care to take any unnecessary time. T
only believe that the principle is right and should be written
into the law. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to modify my amendment and offer it as a new paragraph,
g0 that it will read:

That no part of the funds herein appropriated shall be used to pay
for any work done by private contract if the contract price is more
than 25 per cent in cxcess of the estimated cost of doing the work by
Government plant.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Let that be pending until we reach the
end of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the gentleman from
Towa will be permitted to modify his previous amendment, and
will offer, in the nature of a new paragraph, the amendment
which the Clerk will now report.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, reserving the
right to object, I would like to know whether the motion of
the gentleman from Towa [Mr. Goop] pertains only to the
amendment attaching to the present pavagraph?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair just directed the Clerk to
report the amendment.

Mr. MOORE of Peunsylvania. I was asking as to the un-
derstanding between the gentlemen.

Mr. GOOD. It will apply to everything.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

After line 17 insert as a new paragraph the following :

“That no part of the funds herein appropriated shall be used to
pay for any work done by private contract if the contract price is

more than 23 per cent in excess of the estimated cost of doing the work
by Government plants.”

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania.
mentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Are we now to consider the
request for unanimous consent?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks it should be submitted
to the House. The gentleman from Florida asks unanimous
conzent that the amendment offered by the gentleman from
Towa, which has just been reported, be considered as pemding,
and that no action be taken upon it until the conclusion of the
reading of the bill, Is there objection?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, reserving the
right to object; this is a very serious matter, and the amend-
ment is so general in its terms that I do not feel tha. we ought
to be involved to the extent of passing it by unanimous consent.

Mr. SPARKMAN. We are not passing it by unanimous con-
sent. We are passing it over until the end of the bill, and then
we will take it up and consider if.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvanin. I would like to know if the
entleman from Iowa intends to offer any more amendments
following the action on this request for unanimous consent?

Mr. GOOD. No. The intention was to offer it as n new
paragraph at this time. I understand that it will be likely
transferred to some other place in the bill where it will be
appropriate. :

Mr. MOORRE of Pennsylvanin. My objection to this request
is this, the gentleman from Towa has offered two amendments,
which have passed, one pertaining to one item in the bill and
another pertaining to another item in the bill, whereas he has
not offered an amendment with respeet to hundreds of other
items in the bill.

Mr. GOOD. I will say to the gentleman I did not care to
take the time of the House to offer an amendment to every

Mr., Chairman, a parlin-
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little item. I am satisfied that that would prejudice the propo-
gition.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I objeet.

Mr. SMALL. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the gentleman from
Pennsylvania withhold his objection for a moment.

Mr., MOORE of Pennsylvania. There is a disposition to rush
this thing through, and the easiest way is to object.

Mr. SMALL. If I may have the attention of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, I would suggest that the gentleman from
Towa [Mr. Goon] wishes to revise his amendment so that it
would be applicable to the whole bill.

Mr. GOOD. I have already been granted that permission.

Mr. SMALL. And then have that pending, to be considered at
the end of the bill. Now, does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Moore] object to that, a revision of the amendment so that
it will be applicable to every appropriation in the bill, and to be

over and considered as pending and taken up at the end
of the bill?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. If the gentleman will yield, I
should like to know when we come to consider this proposed
general amendment offered by the gentleman from Iowa at the
conclusion of the reading of the bill, in what position we will be
with respect to two items in the bill to which this amendment
has already been attached, irrespective of the fact that dozens
of other items have already been passed to which it has not been
attached?

Mr. SMALL. That will take care of itself at the time. All
items have already been amended. That may be reconsidered
or it may be put to the House when the committee reports to
the House.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The gentleman recalls this fact :
That the committee originally refused to consider this amend-
ment and voted it down as a general proposition. Then the
committee reversed itself and passed this amendment attached
to the inland waterway item as between Norfolk and Beaufort,
and then on a subsequent vote as to the Savannah Harbor it
again attached this amendment. The gentleman from Iowa
did not offer his amendment with respect to any other paragraph
except these two.

Mr. GOOD. There were no large items intervening.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. T am asking if he is willing to
have withdrawn by unanimous consent the two amendments that
have already been passed with respect to the items separated
from all others in the bill, that we may bring the whole matter
up for discussion?

Mr. GOOD. Is the gentleman from Pennsylvania willing that
we should return and vote on the proposition on the Philadel-
phia item?

Mr, MOORE of Pennsylvania. It ought to be general.

Mr. GOOD. Of course; and that is the reason I have offered
this amendment. :

Mr. MADDEN. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr, MADDEN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania a moment
ago objected to the unanimous consent to have this amendment
pending. Did not that make disposition of it?

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. SHErLEY). The gentleman from Iowa,
at the suggestion of the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
SararL], renewed the suggestion. The Chair was simply en-
deavoring to give the committee an opportunity to come to an
agreement, if possible, touching the matter. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr, Goop]?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania., Reserving the right to ob-
ject

Mr. MADDEN. Regular order, Mr, Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The regular order is the objection to the
request of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Goon].

Mr. SMALL. Will the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Moorg] reserve his objection for a moment?

The CHAIRMAN. The regular order is the request of the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Goop] for unanimous consent.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I object, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the Recorp on matters about which I
spoke.

The CHAIRMAN.
The Chair hears none.

Mr. GOOD. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. GOOD. The guestion now recurs on the amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. On the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Is there objection? [After a pause.]

Mr, SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous econsent
that the amendment be considered as pending, to be returned
to when we reach the end of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida asks unani-
mous consent that the amendment be considered as pending,
tv be returned to when the end of the bill is reached. Is there
objection? ;

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Reserving the right to object,
I would like to know whether the gentleman from Iowa is will-
ing to have the general question submitted irrespective of the
two amendments that have already been adopted to special
paragraphs in the bill?

Mr. GOOD. I will say to the gentleman that I think, espe-
cially as to one of the amendments, that it is very important.
Personally, I would not consent, and I do not see how the com-
mittee could again take up that question anyway.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Then the gentleman pro-
pohses t?o make fish of two items in the bill and fowl of all the
others

Mr. GOOD. No; I intend to make fowl of all of them.

Mr. FOSTER. We are going to put them all on.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Florida?

Mr. MANN. I object.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Illinois objects.

Mr. MANN. Then I ask unanimous consent that the con-
sideration of the amendment now pending may be postponed
until the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Goon] can have an oppor-
tunity to offer another amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani-
mous consent that the amendment of the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. Goop] may be temporarily postponed until he shall have
opportunity to perfect it. Is there objeetion?

Mr. MANN. Or to offer a further amendment.

There was no objection.

Mr. GOOD. Mr. Chairman, T move now an amendment as a
new paragraph, which I send to the Clerk's desk.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment
offered by the gentleman from lowa [Mr. Goon].

The Clerk read as follows:

After line 17, insert as a mew paragraph, the following:

" No part of the funds herein appropriated shall be used to pay for
any work done by private contract if the comtract price is more than
25 per cent in excess of the estimated cost of doing the work by Gov-
erament plant."

Mr. SMALL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the amendment may be considered as pending, to be recurred to
at the end of the appropriations.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from North Carolina?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvanin. Reserving the right to object,
Mr. Chairman, does this bring the general gquestion up at the
close of the reading of the bill?

Mr. SMALL. It will.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I do not believe that the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Saarn] is correct about
that. We have already adopted two amendments covering this
same proposition, and I do not understand that they are to be
set aside by the request of the gentleman frem North Carolina,

Mr. SMALL. I am willing to take ehances on that.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Is that the attitude of the
Committee on Rivers and Harbors, so far as the gentleman can
speak for it?

Mr. SMALL. Yes; that means with the approval of the
chairman.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection?

Mr. BARKLEY. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to ask the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Goon],
if the amendment just offered passes, is it the gentleman's in-
tention to offer the two amendments he has prepared?

Mr. GOOD. I will say to the gentleman from Kentucky that
if this amendment I have offered is adopted, of course I would
have no objection then to those amendinents going out.

Mr. SMALL. And we will ask unanimous consent to take
them out,

Mr. GOOD. The general proposition applies to them, and
there would be no use in putting them in the bill twice.

Mr. CULLOP. We could take a separate vote on those
amendments and strike them out.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

Mr. MANN. That both amendments go over?

Mr. SMALL. Yes.

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
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The Clerk read as follows:
Harbor at Pensacola, Fla.: For maintenance, $20,000,

Mr. WILSON of Florida. Mr, Chairman, I move to strike out
the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida moves to
strike out the last word.

Mr. WILSON of Florida. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp by printing ex-
tracts from the report of the Board of Inspection for Shore
Stations of the Navy Department on the Pensacola Navy Yard,
dated August, 1918, in which they deal with the condition of
Pensacola Harbor.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp in the
maner indicated. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Following is the report referred to:

ADVANTAGES OF PENSACOLA AS A Navi-YARD LOCATION.

Extracts from the report of the Board of Ins%ection for Shore Sta-
tions of the Navy Department on the Pensacela Navy Yard, dated

August, 1913 :
CLIMATIC AND BANITARY CONDITIOXNS.

“The climate of Pemsacola and surrounding country is equable;
extreme temperature of either heat or cold is infrequent. The land
about Pensacola is of an uadulating character, and is relatively high,
rising in some places to about 100 feet above sea level. * * #

“The sanitary condition of the naval station is excellent. The ab-
sorbent nature of the seoll, a sandy loam, in this vicinity renders the
sanitation more cfficient than would obtain in other localities having
a different frrmation, other conditions remaining the same.

* The absence of extensive areas of swamp lands so prevalent along
the Gulf coast relieves this !mlxi_‘txyi of the presence of Infection-carryin
mosquitoes. Malarial and kind fevers are almost unknown in am
about Pensacola. * * *

“‘fhe water mpfly of Pensacola is taken from a gravel water-bearing
strata 130 feet below the surface by means of 13 driven wells. This
water is shown by chemical, micro ical, and bacteriological analyses
to be of exoe%ional purity. The dailly average pumpage for the year
1012 was 1,400,000 gallons, To increase this amount is only a gues-
tion of more wells. e

COAL BUPPLY AND DISTRIBUTION.

“ Under existing conditions, all the coal supplied to the port is
In-mu;m.:l over the tracks of the Louisville Nashville Railroad.
= -

“The project of bullding a canal from Pensacola to Mobile is said
to be now under consideration by the district engineer of the Army
Board fer Rivers and Harbors, and, with the completion of such a
canitl, the coaling facilitles of Pensacola would be lgreatly improved.

“ In the course of a few years it can reasonably be expected that
Pensacola will have such extended terminal and modern coaling fa-
cilities that the shipment of coal from this port will probably be one
of its test exports. Further attention is ealled to the fact that
the various rallroads now in process of construction from Pensacola
look to the coal trade as their prinei source of income, and there-
fore contemplate extensive coal-pler facilities, with modern handling
appliances. Before any dry dock could be completed, it is reasonably
certain that the port is likely to possess such extensive transportation
and coal-handling facilities as would make it a large coal supply and
distributing center. * * *

RAILROAD FACILITIES.

“The Lonisville & Nashville Railroad makes New Orleans, Moblle,
Pensacola its three principal deep-water terminal shipping

ints. "
po The Guif, Florida & Alabama Railway has in process of construc-
tion a road from Pensacola to Jasper, Ala. * * *

“There is also .n process of construction the Pensacela, Mobile &
Kew  Orleans Railroad, a line about 60 miles long, connecting Pensa-
cola with Mobile, . ¥

BAY, EXTRANCE CHANNEL, AND ANCHORAGE CONDITIOXS,

“ Bay: Pensacola Bay is one of the most important harbors on the
Gulf coast. The bay is about 191 miles long in a general northeast
by ecast and southwest by west direction, and has an average width
og about 23 wmiles. Its tributary bays considerably increase the area
available for vesseis of medium draft. * * *

“ Channel : From the entrance to xnchom&i off the dt; of Pensa-
cola, a distance of nearly 7 milles, not less n 32 feet of water can
be safely carried. The entrance channel is well marked by accurate
ranges and buoys, vold of embarrassing turns, and s easily navigable
under almost any condition of weather, * * *

“ Anchorage facilities: There is a feasible anchorage for not less
than 27 battleships in not- less than 30 feet of water, in double
column, interval and distance 500 yards, with excellent helding

round. and this without blocking the fairway leading to Pensacola.
ﬁ‘hero is also available, without interference with shipping, a large
?rea k;!r tt‘.m z:ncl}or%ge of torpedo-boat destroyers and the ‘train” of a
arge fee

“In general : Pensacola Bay offers excellent and unusual advan
for a variety of drills. It is parﬂcnlulg adapted for boat drills,
torpedo and submarine exercises, * *

POINT FOR EMBARKEING TROOPS.

“ The extent of harbor anchorage, depth of water at piers, salubrity
of climate, extent of the water-front reserve y the War
and Navy Departments, accessibility of the to the coal fields of
Alabama, and the character of the pier facilities already in existence
or under devalopmenti make Pensacola the most advantageous port
in Florida as a point for embarking troops.” * * *

ADVANTAGES ASE A NAVAL BTATION.
a) The great extent of the bay, its easy access from the Guilf,
um!l the aecus;'rity afforded by the fortifications at the entrance.
b{ Its central tion on the Gulf coast and location relative to
interior portions of the country.

(c) e small rise and fall of tide and the stable condition of the

ground, rendering dry-deck construction feasible,

{(d) The general character and extent of its water front, rendering
pier de\‘elo%mmt a fairly simple and satisfactory matter.

e) The location of the yard, T miles from the city of Pensacola, on
a Government reservation, insuring freedom from objectionable dives
nndﬂresurts such as are found frequently in proximity to other navy
yards,

(f) Ample space in the towns of Warrington and Woolsey, as well as
in Pensacola (with which there is efficient trolley communication),
for the accommodation of workmen and their families.

{z) Equable climate, permitting out-door work all the year round.

The board is unreservedly of the opinion that Pensacola is the hest
and only site practicable on the Gulf of Mexico for a navy yard of
the first class.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I ask that L
may be accorded the same privilege.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the gentleman’s
request?

There was no objection.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Oklawaha River, Fla.: Continuing improvement and for mainte-
nance, £10,000: Provided, That there shall be conveyed to the United
States, free of cost, title to the land occupled by what Is known as
the “ Eyle & Young Canal” and the * Morrison Landing extension ™
of the same, on the Oklawaha River, in the State of Florida, together
with title to a strip of land on the east side of said canal of such
width as in the judgment of the Secretary of War may be uired
for the future widening of sald canal and extension by the United
Btates ; and the Secretary of War is hereby authorized to accept sald
land and navigation improvements as the property of the United
States upon the delivery to him by the owners of a clear and inde-
feasible title; and the sald canal and extension shall therengon becoma
a free public waterway of the United States in place of the existing
natural bed of the river : Provided further, That the Secretary of War
is hereby aunthorized to permit J. D. Young, or his assigns, to construct
an extension of the foregoing improvements from Morrison Landing
to Starks Ferry or Lake Griffin in aceordance with plans recommended
'Ii‘y the Chief of Engineers: And grovta‘.ed further, That said J. D.

oung, or gns, convey to the United Stat free of cost, title to
the land to be occupled bf sald proposed extension, to%'ether with any
lands -immediately adjoining the same on the west side, which may
be needed for further improvement by’ the United States,

Mr. MANN.
the paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois reserves a
point of order on the paragraph.

Mr. MANN. I would like to ask the gentleman how much
shorter will this make the transit by vacating part of the
Oklawaha River and constructing a eanal across part of the
Wﬂi‘; 1

.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of order on

SPARKMAN, I will say to the gentleman that I could
not answer that offhand, but it will very materially shorten the
distance to be traveled by the boats going up and down the
canal, because the canal is practically straight and the Okla-
waha River, as its Indian name implieg, is a very crooked
stream. I think the distanee is about 3 to 1.

Mr. MANN. How long is the canal? I should think the
gentleman would have some information concerning as curious
an item as this one.

Mr., SPARKMAN, My recollection is—I can only state from
memory——

Mr, MANN, The gentleman will have to have something more
than recollection if he does not want a point of order made on
this item. :

Mr. SPARKMAN. I am doing the best I can.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman has facilities for information
right at his hand.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I am under the impression that the exten-
sion already constructed and the second extension will amount
to about 2 miles in all.

Mr. MANN. How much?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I think it will figure up about 2 miles in
all—that is, the two canals. One canal has been constructed
by a private individual, who proposes to construct an extension,

Mr. MANN. I understand. About 2 miles in all?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I think it is about 2 miles. That is my
recollection.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman said he had no idea. I did not
know but it was 50 miles.

Mr. SPAREKMAN. It is about 2 miles, as I recall.

Mr, MANN. How long is the river that we give up to these
other people?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I should think it would be at least twice
that distance, maybe more, One of the purposes that we have
in view in doing this——

Mr. MANN, I supposed that the purpose was to shorten the
distance, and possibly to make it less expensive, although I do
not know about that.

Mr. SPARKMAN. It will be much shorter, and, of course,
less expensive to maintain. I will say further that this canal
is a part of a land-reclamation plan inaugurated by J. D.
Young, who has a large body of muck land which he is trying
to reclaim, and in order to do this constructed this canal, and
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as far at it is now builf, whatever the length which he pro-
poses to extend it. Now, of course, the Government does not
want to stand in the way of the reclamation of this land. We
want to help him if we can without injuring the Government,
which it does not do; on the contrary, it benefits the Gov-
ernment very materially by shortening the stream which will
have to be maintained hercafter.

Mr. MANN. How much work will have to be done on this
canal by the Government after it takes it over?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Nothing more than the present channel
would require; in fact, not as muech, except the annual main-
tenance, whatever it may be; and it is said that will be very
small. It is not much there now, and it can not be any greater.

Mr. MANN. I suppose there is some business on the Okla-
wiaha River noiwv?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Oh, yes.

Mr. MANN. When I was younger I can remember, I think,
was considerable—was done by boats earrying passengers up
and down the river, beecause it was =aid to be the most beauti-
ful scenery in the United States.

Mr. SPARKMAN. That was correct in those days, and the
seenery is equally beautiful now.

Mr, MANN. But now you are going to abandon part of it.

Mr. SPARKMAN. It is only a part of it, and it is not the
scenie part that is being abandoned.

Mr. MANN. Weli, I will withdraw the point of order.

The Clerk read as follows:

Anclote River, Fla,: For malntenance, $3,000,

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, T move to strike out the last
word. We have passed a number of items in the bill, some of
which are deserving of criticism, from my viewpoint; but I
just wish to suggest about this item that, taking out the lumber,
which, of course, will go with a very small channel, the im-
provement is 33 miles long, and there is ouly a balance of 2,470
tons upon this project, and only one Inunch.

Mr. SPARKMAIN, Is this Anclote River?

Mr. FREAR. Yes; and according to the engineer’s report
that the only real business on the Oklawaha River—and that
there is only one lnunch rounning upon this project.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Will the gentleman yicld?

Mr. FREAR. Yes.

Mr. SPARKAIIAN. I have not had time to look up the matter,
but I think there is more than one lnunch running in those
waters. Dut that is of little consequence, as there is a great
deal of other kinds of shipping. 1 venture the assertion that
every week In the year there are as many as 100 vessels going
through that channel. It is the great sponge center of that
portion of Florida. At Tarpon Springs, located on that chan-
nel, are brouzht nearly all the sponges that are gathered in
Ameriean waters.,  They are taken in there and distributed
thence to other parts of the country. Not only that, but it
is a great fishing center, and it is mainly for those purposes
that this appropriation is made. T want to say further that
there is hardly a small project in this bill that has more merit
than this partienlar project, and I doubt if there are any with
1hore “merit,

Mr., FREAR, The tonnage of only 2400 tons impressed me,

Mr., SPARKMAN. Naturally so, but when you consider that
it is made up largely of sponges, you will realize that while
it is very valuable it is more bulky than weighty.

Mr. FREAR. I concluded it would keep one launch pretty
busy. AMr. Chairman, I withdraw the pro forma amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Withlacoochee River, Fla.: For maintenance, $5,000.

Mr., FRREAR, Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word. There arve three launches on this stream and 4 miles
fo the project. We have spent $330,000 on it, and the commerce
is Iargely for a phosphate establishunent, as I understand.

Mi. SPARKMAN. That is correct.

Mr. FREAR, Outside of the phosphate there is practically
nothing else,

Mr. SPARKMAN. Very little.

Mr, FREARR. I want to ask the gentleman if the channel
was built up for their factory or is there anything else up there,

Mr. SPARKMAN. The channel was constructed at first by
this phosphate company. The company, having in contempla-
tion the improvement of the harbor down there, constructed a
railroad, something like 20 miles in length, to the mouth of the
river for the purpose of shipping their output of phosphate to
that harbor there., Then the company went on to construet a
channel to deep water in the Gulf at a very heavy cost to
itself, T think more than $100,000, perhaps as much as $200,000.
After that was done and while Senator Burton was chairman
of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, the Government

stepped in and took up the work and carried it on. Tt is a great
phosplate shipping port. There is a great deal of foreign com-
merce that goes out there. A great deal of this phosphate is
taken to foreign countries. If there is any falling off of the
commerce it is due to the war, which has temporarily stopped
those shipments.

Mr. FREAR. The commerce fell off 30 per cent last year,
due to ihe war, they say.

Mr., SPARKMAN, There is no question but that it was due
to the war, for the phosphate zoes mostly to foreign countries,

Mr. FREAR. Is that the only concern, the only one that is
being served?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Not entirely, but that one concern fur-
nishes the bulk of the commerce there,

The Clerk read as follows:

Apalachicola River, Fla.: Continuing improvement and for mainte-
nance, including the cat-off, Lee Slough, lower Chipola River, and upper
Chipola River from Marianna to its mouth, SG,GO(E

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, T move to strike out the last
word. The Clerk got by the item that I would like to ask the
gentleman from Florida about. What success are they having
in reference to water hyacinth, and what process do they use
to overcome it?

Mr. SPARKMAN, In most instances they use a mechanienl
contrivance. Often the method used is to concentrate the
hyacinth in the center of the stream and let the current take
them down to places where they can be disposed of, or still
on down to brackish water, which kills them. They adopt
almost any method to get rid of them, except spraying, which
they did at first, but that method has been abandoned on
account of its danger to live stock, which now they are not
allowed to do.

Mr. MANN. They have not got far enough along to intro-
duce hippopotnmi, with a view of clearing it out, have they?

Mr. SPARKMAN. No. That, I believe, was suggested at
one time,

Mr., MANN. I think T made the suggestion myself several
years ago. I do not know but that it would be as effective as
any process they have tried, and perhaps cheaper in the end,

The Clerk read as follows:

Alabama River, Ala.: Continuing improvement and for maintenance,
including the Alabama and Coosa ll!]ver:s between Montgomery and
Wetumpka, S100,000.

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the item.
I have passed over some questionable items without making the
motion. I do so now in order to call attention to a condition
which seems unusual for a large appropriation. 1In the past the
appropriations for the Alabamn have reached $1,289,000. and
this bill ealls for $100,000 more.

Excluding the logs and timber there are about 41,000 tons of
commerce.  On page T4 of the Engineer’s Report, he says:

The cffect of the river is to maintain effective water competition
with the railways ax far as Selma, and to some extent to Montgomery.
The full effect of water transportation is not felt at Montgomery be-
canse of the failure of the boats to make good use of the means pro-
vided for navigation and of the merchants of Montgomery to patronize
the boats. Water rates control most of the shipments to and from
the country contiguons to the river below Montgomery, One steamer
is above Selma.

It does not say how often the boat is run. From the showing
made by the engineer's report that $100,000 appropriated in this
bill is a very large item, following as it does the large sum of
money that has been appropriated heretofore. I believe we are
making extravagant appropriations in view of the return we are
getting on many of these streams. We passed one a moment
ago, but I did not care to raise the point, where only one bont
is on the stream, and that only running occasionally. I do not
know of any other way of ecalling the attention of Congress to
the condition of affairs we have on these rivers and crecks
except by moving to strike out the appropriation, no matter
what the action of the committee may be. As I said before,
I can quote the best authorities on the subject, not only in this
country, but those who have had experience in Europe, that the
inland-waterway traflic there, with the exception of one or two
streams and canals, is not a good investment compared with the
small returns in commerce. Until we get some means here of
controlling the railroad transportation so that we ecan withhold
rates and prevent them from running the traffic off the rivers,
as they do in so many cases, it is useless for the Government to
keep throwing in large amounis of money as in this case,
$100,000, in addition to over a million dollars that has already
gone into this river.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FREAR. Yes.

Mr. BARKLEY. Is it the gentleman’s theory that the Gov-
ernment ought to force the railroads to raise their rates in order
to allow the boats to run upon the rivers?
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Mr. FREAR. The theory of the European Governments by
menns of which they maintain waterway traffic is to have the
railroad rate so large that it forces traffic onto the rivers. That
is the policy pursued there,

Mr. BARKLEY, Is that the policy that the gentleman advo-
cates here?

Mr. FREAR, That is the policy that is pursued there. The
policy that I would advocate here is not to make appropriations
for stregms unless they are carrying actual commerce, because
you have your ecommissions, interstate and State, by means of
which you can have the rates regulated. If at a river point,
and you lower the rates below what they are 50 miles inland,
some one inland has fo make good the deficiency. With the
State commissions and the Interstate Commerce Commission
we do not need to make these large appropriations, because
you have a forum to which you can go.

Mr. BARKLEY. How can it be correctly estimated how
much commerce a great river might earry in an unimproved
condition as compared with what it would carry if the river
was improved from the mouth to the head? :

Mr. FREAR. If the geanfleman’s argument amounts to any-
thing, it means simply this, that on all thege rivers the traffic
is steadily decreasing, from the Mississippi River down. I do
not think there is a single exception that can be made. The
traflic has decreased because of the railway competition
throughout the country, and practically the same condition
exists in Europe, except on the Rhine,

Mr. BARKLEY, Is it not true that the traffic on a great
many rivers has decreased because of the fact that they could
not be navigated more than six months in a year, and that
men refuse to put money into an enterprise that they can not
work all of the year around?

Mr. FREAR, Then decrease the appropriations to a reason-
able amount,

Mr. CULLOP, Mr, Chairman, does not experience show in
these improvements that as the improvements have increased
the commerce has decreased?

Mr. FREAR. That has been the experience in practically
every case, probably not due to that cause, but simply beecause
of the competition of the railroads or because it is found more
expedient to use other means of transportation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wis-
consin has expired.

M. SWITZER rose.

Mr., SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimoeus consent
that all debate on this paragraph and all amendments thereto
close in five minutes.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr, SWITZER. Mr. Chairman, I desire to call the attention
of the committee to the fact that the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. Frear] in one place in his lengthy minority report advo-
cates regulating monopoly and in another place advoeates the
old competitive theory. I suppose he will do the same thing on
the floor of the House. In other words, he wants the committee
to understand that every ton of traffic that the river takes from
the rail will in proportion to the traffic increase the rates to be
paid by the patrons on some other part of the railway system
because of the decreased traflicc. He does not take into von-
sideration that the opening up of some of these rivers and the
develoning of the river trade allows the manufacturer to con-
centrate in many places where he can get a cheap rate, sand,
ore, coke and coal, lumber and timber, and thus enable him to
manufacture articles at a price attractive to the general public,
increasing the consumption of these articles and thereby in-
creasing the general tonnage traffic of the railways and the
rivers throughout the country.

But when the gentleman comes to that part of his report en-
titled “ Where the money goes,” and referring to the Mississippi
River, he says that if we had taken the $150,000,000 that has
been expended on the Mississippi River and it had been invested
in railways there would have been a decrease in railway rates
in that section of the country. If it is right and proper to invest
mouney in additional railways to decrease the railway rates, why
not invest money in river development in order to decrease rail-
way as well as water rates?

But if the gentleman will follow the expenditures upon the
Mississippi River, he will not have to draw upon his imagina-
tion or indulge in the realm of speculation to find the develop-
ment of the railways, In 1880 there were only about 500 miles of
railway in the Delta of the Mississippi, and to-day there are
8,700 miles. Most of it is in the Delta of the Mississippi, because
the levees along the river, protecting these lands, make the
demund for these railways, and, in fact, the railways could not
have been built in the Delta if the lands had not been protected

by the system of levees that is being now constructed by the
Mississippi River Commission. Here you have, without drawing
on your imagination, actual development of railways. But I
protest against gentlemen, when it becomes convenient, in dis-
cussing one part of the bill advocating regulated monopoly and
in another part advocating the competitive theory.

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
two words.

The CHATRMAN. Debate has been exhausted on this para-
graph. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Tombigbee River, Ala. and Miss.: For maintenance of improvement
from the mouth to Demopolis, 5,000, and from Demopolis, Ala., to
Walkers Bridge, Miss,, $10,000; all, $35,000.

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word. Just briefly, in reply to what has been said, it seems
to me that it regunires no answer for anyone who is familiar
with the facts and who is acguainted with waterway-transpor-
tation questions. I have followed in my suggestions in regard
to the building of railway lines the very propositions that lead-
ing waterway authorities and economists have made, men who
have made a thorough study of the guestion. That same method
of comparison is used with the European waterways as well as
those in this couniry. The question occurs if the $150,000,000
that has been put into the Mississippi River could not have
been better invested by the Government. We could have built
railroads with that money, many thousands of miles—built them
and owned them—we would have had lower rates, whereas no
material return comes from the waterways as they have been
constructed.

Now. I say that that is the method of determination estab-
lished by waterway writers so far as I have examined. If the
Government has charge—and I am not advocating Government
ownership—but if the Government had used that money for
building railways we would profit from the investment. That is
done in Germany and in other countries. If the money had been
wisely invested we would have something to show for it.

That is the renson for the comparison; not because of any
personal interest in the subject. I have given a rule of eompu-
tation used by those who attempt to ascertain the result of
such investments by this Government and by other Govern-
ments on waterways. And this perhaps has held true, accord-
ing to the best waterway experts of waterways in Europe, out-
side of the Rhine River. The same rule can be applied, and
they say probably it would be cheaper in Europe to use the
money in reducing railway rates rather than to go on and make
many of the expensive improvements which have been made on
European waterways, canals, and rivers.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the para-
graph beginning in line 24 on page 15 and ending in line 2,
page 16.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Strike out the paragraph beginning on line 24, page 15, and ending
on line 2, page 16.

Mr, MADDEN, Mr, Chairman, this seems to be an insig-
nificant river, upon which there has been expended $367,858.22
without any cooperation.

Mr. SMALL, Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. That
has been passed.

Mr. MADDEN. No. The gentleman moved to strike out the
last word, and that left that thing open. Upon this river
$367,858.22 has been expended out of the Public Treasury, with
no local cooperation, very little, if any, traffic on the stream,
and then $35,000, to be expended if this appropriation is to be
adopted.

Mr., LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MADDEN. Yes.

Mr. LONGWORTH. This river is a very beautiful river, is
it not? :

Mr. MADDEN. Well, I have heard {he gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. Casprer] frequently talk about its beauty, and
how the birds sing in its trees along the shore, and how the
sun shines, and how they ean look through the darkness of the
trees to the blue sky above, and can see the shimmering water
below, and also tell about everything else that might be thought
beautiful except the traflic upon the stream.

Mr. SLOAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MADDEN. I will, sir. 4

Mr. SLOAN. This is nof the river that swas in doubt some
years ago, and called for exploration by a noted explorer, is it?

Mr. MADDEN. No.

Mr. SLOAN. The doubt has been removed?

Mr. MADDEN. No; it will not be until we have heard from
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Caxpreg].
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Mr, SLLOAN. Is the doubt remover present?

Mr. MADDEN. @He is.

Mr. CANDLER of Mississipi.
man yield?

Mr. MADDEN, Yes.

Mr. CANDLER of Mississippi. You do not want to strike
the Tombigbee out of the bill. [Laughter.]

Mr., MADDEN. I thought perhaps it would be very bene-
ficial to the bill if the Tombigbee were left out and this $35,000
that is to be appropriated should be saved to the public.

Mr., CANDLER of Mississippi. I want to serve notice on the
gentleman and on the House that if you strike out the Tombig-
bee you can not pass the bill, because you could not pass the bill
without the Tombigbee being in it. [Laughter and applause.]

Mr, MADDEN. Then, if the statement of the gentleman
from Mississippi is a fact, I hope the item will go out of the
bill, because it will be thirty-nine or forty million dollars to be
saved to meet this great question of preparedness that we will
have to meet in a short time, and it will be one burden taken
off the shoulders of the Democratic leader of the House when
he comes to prepare his revenue bill upon which we will all be
called upon to vote. [Laughter.] I sincerely hope, Mr. Chair-
man, that this item will be stricken from the bill and that
this $35,000 at least will be saved as the beginning of the end
of a fund to be used later on for preparedness. [Laughter.]

Mr. MANN, Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last two

Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-

words,

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr, MaNN]
moves to strike out the last two words.

- Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, how much time does the
gentleman desire to use?

Mr, MANN. Only a minute or two.

Mr. Chairman, my colleague, Mr. MappeEN, has moved to
strike this item out of the bill, and the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. Caxprer] has stated that if the item relating to
the Tombigbee went out of the bill, the bill could not pass,
which seems to present a curious case of difference of opinion
between the House and the distinguished body at the other
end of the Capitol known as the Senate.

Now, I have listened to the gentleman from Mississippi a
number of times in the House while he talked very eloquently
and convineingly about the Tombigbee River, but I hold in my
hand a Dbill passed by the Senate the other day, where this
river is slurringly referred to as the Tom Beckby River—the
name of an individual, Tom Beckby. I want to know whether
the distinguished gentleman from Mississippi [Mr, CANDLER]
calls this the “Tombigbee” River, one word, or the *Tom
Beckby ” River, two names?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. A hyphenated name. [Laughter.]

Mr. MANN. I would like to know whether the gentleman is
moing to permit the Senate to call this the “Tom Beckby”
River? We know the gentleman from Mississippi by the name
of “ Toumniceee Caxprer,” and we know the name of the river
by the name of “ Candler Tombigbee.” Is that all gone to the
winds now? [Laughter.)

Mr. CANDLER of Mississippi. Even the Senate of the
United States would not undertake to change the name of the
Tombighee, because if they did that they would change the his-
tory of the United States of America [laughter], and it would
bhe impossible to do anything of that kind, because the history
made by the Tombighee River is identical with the records made
by this great Republic. It is the river that adds glory to this
Republic. If you were to take it out, there would be no glory
left. [Laughter.]

Mr. MANN. The gentleman says the Senate would not do
such a thing. The fact is it has done such a thing. Here is a
“bill for a bridge across the Tom Beckby, commonly called the
Tombighee.”

Mr. CANDLER of Mississippl. The Senate of itself can not
do anything, and I am glad it can not. It requires the concur-
rence of this House to do anything, and the change of the
Tombigbee would be as impossible in this House as it would be
to stop the sun as it shines in the firmament above. [Laughter.]

Mr, SLOAN. Mvr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr., MANN., I will yield first to the gentleman from Nebraska,
although I hope later to yield to the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. CANDLER].

Mr, SLOAN. Why should we invest any money on this river?
It is Mr. Beckby's river. -

Mr. MANN. No; it is the Tombigbee.

Mr. SLOAN. What right have we to interfere with private
waterways and interfere thereby with preparedness?

Mr. MANN. The gentleman from Nebraska is mistaken.
While the name of this river is “ Tombigbee,” or “ Tom Beckby,”

it does not belong to that gentleman at all.
gentleman from Mississippi, Mr. Caxprer. [Laughter. ]

Mr. CANDLER of Mississippi. I am very proud of my pos-
sessllgn, because I consider it the greatest possession in the
world. :

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of the
gentleman from Illinois to strike out the paragraph.

Mr. MANN. I withdraw the amendment. .

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. Caxporer] yield for a question?

Mr, SPARKMAN. I should like to inquire how much time
the gentleman wants?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania.
gentleman a question.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Will two minutes be sufficient?

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Yes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I ask unanimous consent that debate on
this paragraph and amendments thereto close in two minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida asks unani«
mous consent that debate on this paragraph and amendments
thereto close in two minutes. Is there objection?

There was no objection. ]

Mr. MANN. We ought to hear the annual speech on the Tom-
bighee River. [Applause.] .

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, how much time
have 1? :

The CHATRMAN. Two minutes. X

Mr. MOORE of Penusylvania. I may yield a portion of that
time to the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Caxprer] ; but first
I want to ask him this question: Whereas the question has been
raised by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MANN] as to the two
methods of spelling the name of this river, is it not a fact,
highly creditable to the gentleman from Mississippi and also to
the river of which he is the author, that where the name of a
river is spelled in two separate and distinet ways it is entitled
to two separate and distinct appropriations? [Laughter.]

Mr., CANDLER of Mississippi. The Tombigbee River is en-
titled to a double appropriation regardless of its spelling. The
spelling of the name has nothing to do with it. It has glory
enough to entitle it to a double appropriation, whether spelled
in one way or the other; but I resent any suggestion loooking
toward the changing of the name, because, as I have stated, T o
not wish to change the history of the Republic. [Laughter.)

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, how much
time have I remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has half a minute,

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I yield that half minute to
the gentleman from Mississippi to explain further about this
glorious river of the South.

Mr. CANDLER of Mississippi. Everybody knows about it,
and hence it is not necessary to explain it. [Applause.]

The Clerk read as follows:

Pearl River, Miss.: Continuing improvement and for maintenance
below Rockport, $35,000.

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word. This is the stream of my friend from Mississippl [Mi.
Harrisox], and I have here the statement that he made in
regard to it. It is a very fair statement. I merely wish to
suggest to the House a question of policy, which does not apply
alone to this but to some of the other items that we have had
before us. This statement of the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. HargisoxN] is so clear-cut that it is a good example of the
policy we pursue. g

All of the traffic upon that stream is timber, logs, and lumber
from one or two mills. There is no merchandise. The Gov-
ernment is engaged constantly in taking out the snags put
there by the mills. The question is whether or not the Govern-
ment wants to be engaged in that purpose. The question is
one of policy, I admit; but it seems to me that it is a policy
the Government ought not to pursue.

Mr. HARRISON. The gentleman is very fair in his state-
ment. I am glad he has my remarks before him; but the gen-
tleman is mistaken as to the lumber that comes down from
the mills being the only commerce. The commerce is made up
in part of logs coming from the lands of the settlers.

AMr. FREAR. I assume that; but the Government is en-
gaged constantly in snagging the stream, and there is no mer-
chandise upon it.

1 have offered a pro forma amendment in order to eall atten-
tion to it. . The Government is engaged in taking ouf snags
and the mills keep putting them in.

The CHAIRMAN. The pro forma amendment will be with-
drawn. The Clerk will read.

It belongs to the_;

I merely want to ask the
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The Clerk read as follows:

Yazoo River and trlhutnries, Misslssippi : For maintenance and im-
rovement, including Yazoo, Tallahatchie, Coldwater, and Big Sunflower

Elvers Tchula Lake, Steele and “’nsmngton Bayous, Lake Washington,
and Bear Creek, $45,000: Provided, That the sums herein and here-
after appmpriuted for maintenance of improvement of mouth of Tazoo
River, together with ang unexpended balance of appropriations here-
tofore made thercfor, shall be ecxpended under the direction of the
Becretary of War.

Mr. MANN. I move to strike out the Iast word.
the purpose of the proviso in this paragraph?

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. 1 can answer the gen-
tleman.

Mr. MANN. All right.

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. Sixteen or eighiteen years
ago Congress adopted a project whereby the Yazoo River was
turned through a canal into Lake Centennial in front of the
city of Vicksburg. I will say that part of the project, the har-
bor at Vicksburg and the mouth of the Yazoo River, carried an
appropriation of a certain sum. At the time that the original
project for the diversion was adopted the harbor at Vicksburg
was then under the Mississippi River Commission. That was
transferred to the Chief of Engineers. A few years ago Con-
gress undertook to transfer the harbor at Vicksburg back to
the jurisdiction of the Mississippi River Commission, and in
doing it—it was a Senate amendment and the House agreed to
it—we transferred the entire item as it had appeared in the bill,
the harbor at Vieksburg and the mouth of the Yazoo. The
Mississippi River Commission is not at all equipped to get up
through the lake to the mouth of the Yazoo Canal.

Mr. MANN. The purpose of it is to have it under the Chief of
Engineers instead of under the Mississippi River Commission.

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. Yes; this is fo transfer it
back to the Chief of Engineers, where it U'I.I"lll to be.

The Clerk read as follows:

Southwest Pass, Mississippi River : Continuing improvement amd for
maintenance, $600,000.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike
out the last word. I wish some one who has the information
would advise the committee as to the present depth of South-
west Pass.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. My recollection is, about 32 feet; they ave
working to a depth of 35 feet.

* Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania.
here for the Southeast Pass?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Not in this bill.

Mr. DUPRE. The South Pass? 'That is ecarried in the sun-
dry civil bill. \

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I have had occasion to look
up the Coast and Geodetic Survey records and have found, just
to illustrate how rivers will silt up and how necessary it is to
make appropriations for their maintenance, that the Southeast
Pass, which originally had 12 fathoms of water, which would he
72 feet, has filled up to a very few feet.

Mr. DUPRE., I do not know what the gentleman means by
the Southeast Pass. There is no such eondition in the South
Pass, for that is the main channel for the entrance to the river.

Mr. MOORE of Penusylvania. What puss is used by vessels
in the foreign trade?

Mr. DUPRE. The South Pass and the Southwest Pass have
been used, and will be more largely used after the improvement
is com'pleted They are the two passes used for vessels in the
foreign trade.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. One is closed up, is it not?

Mr. DUPRE. The South Pass is the one developed by the
Eads jetties, and there is 32 feet of water there.

Mr, MOORE of Pennsylvania. I am not opposing this appro-
priation for the Southwest Pass. I think it ought to be made.
I am referring to that region where there has been a consid-
emble filling up of the channel.

Mr. DUPRIE. In the Southwest Pass conditions have not
Leen quite as favorable, and a board has gone down to investi-
gate there.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The present appropriation
for the Southwest Pass is to continue the work for 35 feet,
which has at nresent a depth of 28 feet?

Mr. DUPRE. Twenty-eight feet.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. That is the channel used by
ships In the foreign trade, entering New Orleans.

Mr. DUPRE. Yes; because conditions in the Southwest Pass
lhiave not been as good and satisfactory on account of the silting.

Mr, MOORE of Pennsylvania. Is the channel being used to
any great extent at present?

Mr. DUPRE. Yes.

LIIT—354

What is

Is there any appropriation

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. I wanted to bring out, if the
gentleman please, that where there is a natural filling up ot
the channel appropriations for maintenance are in order.

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. The silt at the mouth of
the river is what closed the river before the Government took
it up. The Mississippi River as it emptied into the Gulf orig-
inally filled up at the mouth, as all silt-bearing streams do when
they emply into the ocean. So it was not possible for a ship
drawing more than 12 or 14 feet of wnter to enter the river,
although just above there the river is 100 or 150 feet deep.
Along the city of New Orleans the river is 150 to 200 feet deep,
but when it reached the Gulf the deposits took place and the
river was closed. Many years ago, under what is known as
the Eads jetty project, Congress appropriated money and under-
took to build jetties and confine the water between the inner
walls so that it would force it through and scour it out; and
that took place and deepened the water considerably. That is
true of the South Pass. There are three passes—the South
Pass, the Southwest Pass, and Pass a Loutre.

Several years ago Congress adopted a project for a 35-foot
channel and provided that it should be made through the South-
west P’ass. That is the project that has been prosecuted for a
number of years. As I understand, the depth of water is 28
feet, and there is no guestion, I assume, that when the project
is - completed it will develop a channel of 35 feet. So far no
very great demnnd has developed for a 35-foot channel.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield? v

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. Yes.

Mr. MOORE of I’ennsylvania. I have brought this question
up to try to show how interdependent we are in matters of this
kind. We do business at the port of Philadelphin with the port
of New Orleans, and if our vessels run on the shoals there or if
yours run,on the shoals up around Philadelphia, it Is a serious
matter. happen to have before me now, borrowing it from
the gentlemun from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear], a chart of the North
Carolina coast. It is one of those cousts that by reason of its
sandy formation is constantly filling up with shoals. That is
so all along the Atlantie const, and I wanted to have it under-
stood that the same zort of conditions prevail down at the
Passes of the Mississippi, where the business is not Mississippi's
business alone, but Philadelphia’s business, or New York's busi-
ness, or Chicago's business, It is natural that those shoals
should form, and it is necessary that Congress should mmake
appropriations to keep them clear.

Mr. STAFFORD. Has the Government, as on the Great
Lakes, any dredges of its own for excavating the bars that form
at the mouths of the rivers along the Gulf and in the delta of
the Mississippi?

- Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. Yes; all of those dredges
are owned by the Government. ‘There was a provision put in
the law a few yvears ago, as I recall, that above a certain point
here on the Atlantic coast north the Government should not
construct any dredges, but that did not apply to the southern
waters.

" Mr. STATFORD. All along the Gulf coast?

© Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. And at the mouth of the
rivers, )

~ Mr. DUPRE. The report shows that there are two dredges
owned by the Government that are constantly in operation at
the mouth of the river.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington rose. :

Mr., SPARKMAN. DMr. Chairman, how much time does the
gentleman desire?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Five minufes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that all debate on this paragraph and all amendments thereto
close in five minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida asks ununi-
mous consent that all debate on the parazraph and all amend-
ments thereto close in five minutes. Is there objection?

There was no objection. y

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washingten. My, Chairinan, T feel that
I ought not to let this day close without expressing my very
great pleasure at the return of my distinguished friend from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Mookre] once more to the Republican fold.
Yesterday when he for the time being followed the President
I was bowed with grief, and it disturbed me not a little, but
since he has come back to-day I want to greet him. It is not
very often that the distinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania
is wrong. He is usually right, and as I have been reading these
items of apprepriations to-day I have thought of the fight
that was made by the distinguished pentleman from DIennsyl-

vania and myself during the last Congress, and if the fight we
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made had been won there would have been a different situation
in this ecountry to-day. I want to read a dispatch that I have
received from Seattle that throws light upon what 1 have in
mind. It is directed to the distinguished Secretary of Com-
merce. It is as follows: 3
Hon. WiLiam C. REpFIBLD, # SEMEE s M

Secretary of Cummerce, Washington, D. O.:

Due entirely to section 13 of seamen's bill, 8 sailing vessels loaded
with lumber for foreign trade have been delayed total of 53 days owing
to inability to secure certified seamen Some have been permitted to
clear without full compllance with law, Two vessels are now waitin,
for crews not obtainable owing to seamen’s bill, This is detrimenta
to our commerce and prinecipal industry. There has been no delay
clearing Japanese vessels or vessels from British Columbia, our com-

titors. e earnestly request suspension of the section untll the
overnment can offer relief by better legislation,

MERCHANTS' EXCHANGE OF SEATTLE.

If we write a few more laws on the statute books like the sea-
men's law, it will not be necessary for us to improve our har-
bors, because no vessels will be able to sail out of them, any-
way. I am proud to say that my friend, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Moorg], joined me in fighting this law, the
most vicious and destructive ever written on our statute books.

The Clerk read as follows:

Inland waterway on the coast of Louisiana : For maintenance from
Franklin to Mermentan, $10,000, and from Mermentau River to Ba-
bine River, La. and Tex., $10,000; in all, $20,000.

Mr. DUPRE. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment, which I send to the desk and ask to have read; and I
desire to state that it meets the approval of the chairman of
the committee.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 17, line 22, after the figures * $18,000,” insert:

“Pravided, That, of the amount herein appropriated, the sum of
1,600, or so much thereof as may be necessary, may be expended
u removing the wrecked lock and dam pear the mouth of the Mer-
mentan River.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Removing the water hyacinth, Alabama, Mississippl, Loulsiana, and
Texas: For the removal of the water hyacinth from the navigable
wat:rs in the States named, in so far as It is or may become an
obstruction to navigation, $20,000.

Mr. MILLER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the word “ hyacinth ™ in line 24. A few days ago I
had the pleasure, and it was a real pleasure, of voting with the
chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means in favor of re-
taining the duty on sugar so as to save $41,000,000 to the Gov-
ernment. In a few weeks hence we will be called upon to vote
for a bill to levy additional taxes to pay the expenses of the
Government for the coming year, and we shall vote for that;
we will have to; and here to-day, if the statements made by
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Fresr] are true, we are
absolutely throwing away $20,000,000 on improvement of rivers
worthless to commerce, where there is no commerce, where
there is not much water, and in this case where they have to
tuke the weeds out in order that boats may navigate the
streams,

We ought to remember, gentlemen on that side of the House,
and there are not very many of them here, I think only about
25, and about an equal number of this side—50 gentlemen alto-
gether, here to pass a bill appropriating $39,000,000—we ought
to remember that a good gentleman that used to be over in the
Senate from Ohio, Mr. Burton, and who stopped the waste of
public funds, is not there now. In the last Congress he saved
this country $42,000,000 by his opposition. There will be no
person over in the Senate this year to do that, and when this
bill goes from this House with its §39,000,000 or $40,000,000, it
will come back with eight or ten million dollars more, and we
will pass it, because there will be enough money going into the
districts, not to benefit the rivers but benefit the people that
want it, and a whole lot of other Members who want to favor
them will vote for it also.

I think gentlemen on the other side of the aisle, in view of
the fact that we need money to run this Government for the
next year, in view of the fact that they put the duty on sugar
for the express purpose of getting money, in view of the fact
that we will be voting in a little while for more taxes on the
people, would be wise If they would think the matter over and
reduce the appropriation carried by this bill to what it ought
to be, at least to $20,000,000.

Mr. HARRISON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of Pennsylvania. Yes.

Mr. HARRISON. Does the gentleman propose by his amend-
ment to strike out the word “ hyacinth "
Mr, MILLER of Pennsylvania, Yes,

Mr. HARRISON. If it should be stricken out, we would
appropriate $20,000 to remove the water.

Mr. MILLER of Pennsylvania. If we remove the water the
hyacinths will not grow. [Laughter.]

Mr, MANN. It would not take that much to remove the
water from most of the river. :

T];'e CHAIRMAN. The gquestion is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. *

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Bayou Queue de Tortue, La.: For maintenance, $3,000.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word. I think we had an understanding last night that if we
met at 11 o'clock we would quit at this time to-night. It will
be 5.30 before the House adjourns.

Mr, SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee
do now rise,

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. Saerrey, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee had had under consideration the bill, H. R. 12193,
the river and harbor appropriation bill, and had come to no
resolution thereon.

FORTIFICATIONS.

Mr., SHERLEY, from the Committee on Appropriations, re-
ported the bill (H. R. 14303) making appropriations for fortifi-
cations and other work for defense, for the armament thereof,
for the procurement of heavy ordnance for trial and service,
and for other purposes, which was read a first and second time
and referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union and ordered printed. (H. Rept. 498.)

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve all points of order on
the bill.

MINORITY VIEWS ON PHILIFPINE BILL.

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. Joxgs], chairman of the Committee on In-
sular Affairs, I have presented a report on the bill 8, 381, and
I ask unanimous consent——

Mr, MANN. What is the bill?

Mr. GARRETT. It is not necessary to report it in this way.
I am asking unanimous consent that the minority may have five
days in which to file minority views.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr, Gag-
RETT] asks unanimous consent that the minority of the Com-
mittee on Insular Affairs have five days in which to file their
views on the bill 8. 881, Is there objection? E

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS.

Mr. McKELLAR, Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp by printing therein some ob-
servations which I made on the McLemore resolution, and have
not been put in the Recorp.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp on the Me-
Lemore resolution. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none.

HOUR OF MEETING TO-A{ORROW.

Mr. KITCHIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
when the House adjourns to-day it adjourn to meet at 11
o'clock a. m. to-morrow.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from North Carolina asks
unanimous consent that when the House adjourns to-day it ad-
Journ to meet at 11 o'clock to-morrow. Is there objection?

Mr. MANN. Reserving the right to object, is to-morrow pen-

sion day?
Mr, STAFFORD. Yes.
Mr. MANN. Do you expect to go ahead right away with this

bill, or has the Pension Committee something to,call up? Or do
they waive their rights?

Mr. KITCHIN. They do not object to it.

Mr. MANN. I am well aware that under the action of the
Democratic caucus they can not object to it.

Mr. KITCHIN. They could, but I understand there is noth-
ing from that committee.

Mr. MANN. We just wanted to know for information,

The SPEAKER, Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED,

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bills and
Jjoint resolution of the following titles:

8. J. Res. 80. Joint resolution authorizing the Secretary of
War to receive for instruction at the United States Military




1916.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

5619

Academy at West Point René W. Pint6 y Wentworth, a citizen
of Cuba ;

S, 585. An act conferring jurisdiction on the Court of Claims
to hear, determine, and render judgment in claims of the Sisse-
ton and Wahpeton Bands of Sioux Indians against the United
States: :

S. 922, An act for the relief of Mary IZ. Nicolson; and

8. 707. An aci for the relief of Beverly E. Whitehead.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS.

Mr. PLATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks in the Recono by inserting a little address by
the Hon. William H. Calder, a former Member of this House
and a candidate for United States Senator in the State of New
York, on the subject of preparedness.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?
Chair hears none.

[After a pause.] The

ADJOURNMENT.

Mr. KITCHIN. Mpr. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed o; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 30
minutes p. m.) the House, under its previous order, adjourned

until to-morrow, Friday, April 7, 1916, at 11 o'clock a. m.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS. :

Under clause 2 of Itule XI1I, bills and resolutions were sev-
erally reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk, and
referred to the severa! calendars therein named, as follows:

Mr. PADGETT, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (8. 1417) to erect or purchase, or
both, a factory for the manufacture of armor, reported the same
withont amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 497), which
said bill and report were referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. JONES, from the Committee on Insular Affairs, to which
was referred the bill (S. 381) to declare the purpose of the
people of the United States as to the future political status of
the people of the Philippine Islands, and to provide a more
autonomous government for those islands, reported the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 409), which
said bill and report were referred to the Committee of the Whole
House oa the state of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and a memo-
rial were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BAILEY: A bill (H. R. 14296) to authorize and em-
power the Secretary of the Interior immediately to develop oil-
producing lands belonging to the public domain, to authorize an
appropriation therefor, and for other purposes; to the Committee
on the Public Lands.

By Mr. HINDS: A bill (H. R. 14297) to provide for the pur-
chase of a site and the erection of a publie building thereon at
Sanford, in the State of Maine; to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. HAY : A bill (H. k. 14298) to standardize the barrel of
lime; to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures.

By Mr. GRAHAM : A bill (H. R. 14299) to amend section 33
of an act to codify, revise, and amend the laws relating to the
judiciary, approved March 3, 1911; to the Committee on the
Judiciary. :

By Mr. BARCHFELD: A bill (H. R, 14300) to provide for
the purchase of a site and the erection of a public building
thereon at Duquesne, Pa. ; to the Committee on Public Buildings
and Grounds.

By Mr. ANTHONY : A bill (H. R. 14301) to increase the pay
of United States penitentiary guards; to the Committee on
Appropriations,

By Mr. TAVENNER: A bill (H. R. 14302) to provide for the
retirement of employees in the classified civil service of the
United States of America, the establishment of a civil-service
superannuation and disability pension system, and for other
purposes ; to the Committee on Reform in the Civil Service.

By Mr. SHERLEY : A bill (H. RR. 14303) making appropria-
tions for fortifications and other works of defense, for the
armament thereof, for the procurement of heavy ordnance for
trinl and service, and for other purposes; to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

By Mr. MADDEN : Resolution (H. Res. 194) authorizing the
Committee on the Judiciary to investigate the lobbying activities
I|:|{f the Du Pont Powder Co. and others; to the Committee on

ules.

By Mr. BARNHART: Concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res,
26) authorizing the printing of the journal of the national en-
campment of the Grand Army of the IRepublic; to the Connuittee
on Printing.

By Mr. LOBECK: Concurrent resolution (H. Con. Iles. 27)
authorizing the printing of a revised edition of the bankruptey
laws, as prepared by the Committee on Revision of the Laws of
the House of Representatives; to the Committee on Printing.

By Mr. DALE of New York: Memorial of the Legislature of
the State of New York, favoring adequate preparedness for the
Army and Navy of the United States; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANTHONY : A bill (H. R. 14304) granting a pension
to Sidonia Lanitz; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ASHBROOK : A bill (H. R. 14305) granting an in-
crease of pension to Henry A. Butts; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. BARCHFELD : A bill (H. R. 14306) granting an in-
crease of pension to James R. Davidson; to the Committec on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14307) granting an inerease of pension to
Michael Sowers; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 14308) granting a pension to Lyda Brown;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BORLAND : A bill (H. R. 14309) granting an increase
of pension to Tillie E. Reeves; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. CASEY: A bill (H. R. 14310) granting a pension to
Thompson 8. Lozan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IR, 14311) granting a pension to Patrick Me-
Donald ; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14312) granting an increase of pension to
Charles Dippre; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. COOPER of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 14313)
granting a pension to Sue E. Madden; to the Committee on Pen-
sions.

By Mr. DARROW : A bill (H. R. 14314) granting a pension to
Sarah C. Daisey ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FARR: A bill (H. R, 14315) granting a pension to
Mary A, Butcher; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 14316) for the relief of the widow of Pat-
rick F. McDermott; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. FREAR: A bill (H. R. 14317) to reinstate Joseph
Thaddeus Zak as a cadet at the United States Military Academy ;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. GARD: A bill (H. R. 14318) granting a pension to
Frank L. Schaarman, alias Frank L. Sherman ; to the Committee
on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14319) granting an increase of pension to
Levi Essick ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14320) granting an increase of pension to
Edward E. Curran; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 14321) granting an increase of pension to
Andrew J, Smith ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 14322) grant-
ing a pension to Emily Zapf; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 14323) granting an increase of pension to
Daniel J. Masters; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr., MURRAY: A bill (H. R. 14324) removing the re-
strictions of Nancy Smith ; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14325) to enroll Robert Underwood ; to the
Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. REILLY : A bill (H. R. 14326} granting an increase
oif pension to Thomas Lynch; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. RICKETTS : A bill (H. R. 14327) granting a pension
to Louisa C. Younker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14328) granting a pension to Benjumin Jad-
win ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RODENBERG: A bill (H. R. 14329) granting an
increase of pension to Clark K. Denny; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 14330) for the relief of James W. Kingon;
to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr, RUSSELL of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 14331) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Harriett A. Langston; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14332) for the relief of the estate of
Robert P. Paramore; to the Committee on Claims.
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By Mr. SCHALL: A bill (H. R. 14383) granting a pension

to Hulda E. Bryant, former widow of John W. Walker; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SOCULLY: A bill (H. R. 14334) granting an increase
of pension to Laura Liming; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. STAFFORD : A bill (H. R. 14385) granting a pension
to Elizabeth Muller; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WATKINS: A bill (H. R. 14336) for the relief of the
heirs of Mrs. Susan A. Nicholas; to the Committee on War
Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXTII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER (by reguest): Memorial of Manila Mer-
chants’ Association ; to the Committee on the Territories.

Also (by request), memorial of Murray Post, No. 179, Grand
Army of the Republie, indorsing Senate bill 892 and House bill
386; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. ANTHONY: Memorial of Republican State conven-
tion at Topeka, Kans,, favoring national woman suffrage; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition’ of Bert H. Simpson and other citizens of Don-
iphan County, Kans., against passage of bills to amend postal
laws; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. BEALES: Petition of residents of Gettysburg and
Cumberland Township, Adams County, Pa., urging the passage
of House bill 13342, to improve and maintain eertain public
roads and parts thereof included within the limits of the na-
tional park at Gettysburg, as defined by the act of Congress
entitled “An act to establish a national military park at Gettys-
burg, Pa.,” approved February 11, 1895, and making an appro-
priation therefor; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, papers to accompany House bill 18353, for relief of
Martin Frey ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CASEY : Petition of Woman's Christian Temperance
Union and 200 people of Freeland, Pa., favoring national pro-
hibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.,

By Mr. CLINE: Petition of citizens of the twelfth Indiana
«district, against bills to amend the postal laws; to the Com-
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of ecitizens and organizations of the twelfth
Indiana district, favoring national prohibition; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of sundry citizens of Fort Wayne, Ind., favor-
ing House bill 6915, relative to employees of the postal service;
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. COLEMAN : Petition of 23 citizens of Pittsburgh, Pa.,
favoring mational prohibition; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. CRAMTON: Memorial of Local Union No. 97 of
National Brotherhood of Operative Potters, of Mount Clemens,
Mich., in support of the Linthicum resolution for Federal in-
spection of dairies and dairy products; to the Committee on
Rules,

Also, petitions of Alvin Baerwolf and 12 other citizens of the
seventh congressional district of Michigan, for an embargo on
shipment of munitions of war; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

Also, petitions of Speaker Baptist Church, of Melvin, Sanilae
County ; session of First Presbyterian Church of Lapeer; the
Methodist Episcopal Church of North Branch; (. E. Crissman
and 19 other citizens of Maeomb County; and 11 citizens of
Melvin, all in the State of Michigan, asking speedy passage of
Webb-Smith national prohibition resolution; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Also, petitions of F. J. Jenkins and 19 other farmers of Tus-
coln ‘County and Mrs. Arthur E. Moore and 28 other members of
Fremont Grange, No. 6564, of Sanilac County, Mich., protesting
aguainst Madden amendment limiting size of parcel-post pack-
ages; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. CROSSER : Petitions of sundry citizens of Cleveland,
Ohio, opposing House bills 491 and 6468; to the Committee -on
_the Pest Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. CONRY (by request) : Petition of certain citizens of
St. Helena, Cal., against bills to amend the postal laws; to the
‘Committee on the Post Office and Post Reads.

By Mr. DALE of New York: Petition of United States peni-
tentiary guards at Leavenworth, Kans.,, for increase of pay;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DARROW : Petitions of sundry citizens of Philadel-
phia, Pa., in behalf of woman suffrage; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Also, petitions of sundry citizens of Philadelphia, Pa., in op-
position to House bills 6468 and 491, to amend the postanl laws;
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. ELSTON : Memorial of Hill and Valley Club of Huy-
ward, Cal., favoring Senate joint resolution 132, velative to
citizenship of North American Indian; to the Committee on In-
dian Affairs.

By Mr. FLYNN : Petitions of Henry Torrance and J. M. Etzel
Co., of New York City, favoring preparedness; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

By Mr. FOSS: Petition of the Men'’s Club of the Fourth Pres-
byterian Chureh, of Chieago, favoring national prohibition; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of United States penitentinry
guards at Leavenworth, Kans, for increase of pay: to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

By Mr. GALLIVAN: Memorial of officers of the Massachu-
setts sguadron of cavalry, favoring organization of a perinn-
nent New England regiment of cavalry; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. GORDON : Petition of Mrs. Marion B. Kemmer nnd
77 .other members of the Federation of Women's Clubs, of
Cleveland, Ohio, praying for favorable action by the House of
Representatives on House bill 6915; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of Charles L. McElroy and 198 other citizens
of Cleveland, Ohio, praying for the enactment of House hill
6915; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Dy Mr. HAMLIN: Papers to aecompany House bill 14099, for
relief of James Mitchell; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
gions.

By Mr. HELGESEN : Petitions of citizens of Dunn Center,
Killdeer, Werner, Taylor, Renville, Halliday, Emerson, Mandan,
Bismarck, Manning, Kulm, Marie, Forbes, Wireh, MeClusky,
Niagara, Pilot, MeCanna, Shawnee, Leonard, Doyou. Crary,
Zenith, and Belfield, all in the State of North Dakota, protest-
ing against the enactment of House bill 652; to the Commitiee
«on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. HOPWOOD : Petition of Church of the Brethren, of
Paint Township; Burden Bearers S. 8. €., of Windber; 40
peaple of Stoyestown, 250 people of Stoyestown, and 150
peaple of Stoyestown, all in the State of Pennsylvania, favoring
national prohibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington: Petition of sundry cit-
izens of the State of Washington, against passage of bills to
amend the postal laws; to the Committee on the Post Omce
and Post Roads.

Also, petitions of sundry citizens of the State of Washington
against passage of bills for Sunday elosing of barber shops in
the District of Columbia; to ‘the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

By Mr. KELLEY : Petitions of F. H. Hitcheock and 11 other
residents of Fenton; E. C. Van De Walker and 6 other resi-
dents of Mount Morris; and John A. Bradley and 7 other resi-
dents of Holly, all in the Btate of Michigan, favoring a tax on
mail-order houses; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LOUD: Petition of Frank Dvzewiecki and 50 other
members of Vine Grange, No. T44, of Tawas Jity, Mich., against
the Madden rider in Post Office appropriation bill; to the Com-
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. MAGEE: Petitions of sundry citizens and societies in
the State of New York favoring mational prohibition; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Also (by request), petition of citizens of Syracuse, N. Y,,
against bills to amend the postal laws; to the Committee (:n
the Post Office and Post Hoads.

By Mr. MAPES: Memorial of Methodist BEpiscopul Sumluy
School of Lamont, Mich., favoring national prohibition; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RAKER: Petition of Seattle (Wash.) Chamber of
Commerce urging appropriation for providing a halibut boat
for north Pacific waters; to the Commitiee on the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries,

Also, petition -of gnards of United States penitentinry, Lenv-
enworth, Kans., for increase .of pay; to the Committee on Ite-
form in the Civil Service.

1so, petition of 62 citizens of the city of Red Bluff, and
A. M. Todd and others, of Placerville, all in the State of Cali-
fornin, against passage of bills to mmend the postal l:m to
the Committee on the Post Office and Peost Roads.

Also, petition of A. M. Teodd :and others, of Placerville, Cnl
against the Sunday observance bill in the District of Golumhin
to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. ROWE: Petition of W, 8. Brown, of Brooklyn, in-
dorsing House bill 11876 ; to the Committee on Labor.
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Also, petition of George Y. Davison, of Brooklyn, N. Y., favor-
ing censorship of plcture films; to the Committfee on Education.

Also, memorial of American Temperance Board of Indianap-
olis, Ind., indorsing the Sheppard-Barkley bill; to the Commit-
tee on the District of Columbia.

Also, petition of Merritt & Chapman Derrick & Wrecking Co.,
of New York, opposing House bill 8036 ; to the Committee on the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, petition of Van Blerck Motor Co., of Monroe, Mich., op-
posing House bill 9411; to the Committee on the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

Also memorial of Knights of Columbus Institute of Brooklyn,
N. Y, in re preparedness; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. SCHALL: Petition of Rev. J. H. Johnson, pastor of
the Swedish Evangelical Lutheran Church, of Dalbo, Minn,
favoring peace; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Also, petitions of sundry citizens and organization of the State
of Minnesota, favoring national prohibition; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of C. E. Johnson and members of the Almelund
Farmers' Club of Minnesota, favoring investigation of monopoly
in twine industry; to the Commitiee on Rules.

By Mr. SCOTT of Michigan: Memorial of Epworth League of
the Methodist Episcopal Church of Sault Ste. Marie, Mich,,
favoring national prohibition; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. SCULLY : Memorial of New Jersey Senate, indersing
House bill 11250 and Senate bill 703 ; to the Committee on Edu-
cation.

Also, memorial of New Jersey Senate, favoring erection of an
archives building in Washington; to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.

Also, memorial of New Jersey Senate, favoring preparedness;
to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, memorial of Chamber of Commerce of the United States
ﬁl America, in re industrial efliciency; to the Commititee on

hor,

Also, memorial of Farmers' Educational and Cooperative
Union of America and of the National Grange, in re legisla-
tion ; to the Commiftee on Agriculture.

By Mr. STEENERSON: Petition of 34 citizens of Esplee,
favoring passage of Senate bill 2086, relative to Federal farm-
loan system; to ‘the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. TEMPLE: Petition of Rev. J. 0. M. Johnston, New
Wilmington, Pa., opposing the Shields water-power bill; to the
Committee on the Public Lands.

Also, petition of T. H. Sawhill and Post No. 555, Grand
Army of the Republic, of Claysville, Pa., favering House bill
11707, a bill granting an increase of pension to soldiers’ wid-
ows; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, petition of the Washington Branch (Pa.) Socialist
Party, favoring House joint resolution 137, prohibiting secta-

_rian appropriations and opposing House bills 401 and 6468, to
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, resolution signed by Rev. H. Edward Cottrell, in behalf
of the Hoover Heights Gospel Tabernacle, of New Castle, Ta.,
favoring national prohibition; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

Also, reselution signed by John Richardson and adopted by
the Maitland Memorial Chureh, of New Castle, Pa., favoring
national prohibition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, resolution signed by Mr. Thomas E. Dagg and 16 other
citizens of Washington County, Pa., favoring national prohi-
bition; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition signed by Mr. J. H. McClure in behalf of the
‘Wilmington Grange, No. 1477, New ‘Wilmington, 'Pa., in support
of the Government ownership of telephone and -telegraph -sys-
‘tems; to the Committee on the Post Offices and Post Roads.

Also, petition signed by Mr. J. H. McClure, in behalf -of ‘the
Wilmington Grange, No. 1477, New Wilmington, Pa., protesting
aguinst preparedness and favoring the manufaecture of muni-
‘tions of war by the Federal Government; to the Committee on
‘Military Affairs,

Also, petition of the Woman's Christian Temperance Union,
of Harrisville, Pa., favoring national prehibition; to 'the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Also, memorial .on prepareduess presented by Mr, Scott Mun-
nell, of New Castle, Pa., in behalf of Willard Grange, No. 1440,
New Castle, Pa. ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. WALSH : Petition of Major How Post, No. 47, Grand
Army of the Republic, by G. W. Heath, post eommander, and
F. 8. Bradley, adjutant, requesting passage of so-called Ash-
brook widows’ pension bill; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions. 3

SENATE.
Frvax, April 7, 1916.
(Legistative day of Thursday, March 30, 1916.)

The Senate reassembled at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expira-
tion of the recess.

NAMING A PRESIDING OFFICER.

The Secretary (James M. Baker) read the following comuuni-
cation:

UNITED STATES SEXNATE,
Washington, D. O,
To the Benate:

The Vice President being absent from the Senate, and the undersigned
being also necessarily absent therefrom, he, as President pro tempore
of the Senate, hereby names the Seaator from New York, Mr, JAMES A,
O'GorMAN, to perform the duties of the Chair on the Tth day of April,
1916, this substitution net to extend beyond an adjournment.

Jaues P, CLAREE,
Pregident pro tempore of the Senate.

Mr., O'Goraran thereupon took the chair as Presiding Officer.
COAST DEFENSES IN CALIFORNIA,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. O'Goraaxn) laid before the
Senate the following eommunication from the Secretary of War,
which was read, and, with the accompanying papers, referred
to the Committee on Military Affairs and ordered to be printed :

WAR DEPARTMENT,
Washington, April 5, 1916.
To the PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES BENATE.

Smn: I have the honor to transmit herewith a statement showin,
the coast defenses in the State of California, how they are manned,
and the number and kind of guns in each fort, and to request ‘that this
statement be-substituted for a statement on the same subjects trans-
mitted under date of March 81, 1916, in response to Senate resolution
of March 27, 1916, which origmal statement was published in the Cox-
GRESSIONAL REcomD of April 4, 1916,

Subsequently to the transmission of the original statement to the
Benate under date of March 31, it was found that the statement was
arranged in such form as to be misleading, and as likely to convey an
erroneons impression as to the seacoast armament in the State of
Cdlifornia that can be manned by the available personnel, including both
the personnel of the Regular Coast Artillery and that of the California
Militia Coast Artlllery.. The statement now Inclosed, which is for
substitution for the original statement, shows the actual condition of
affairs in this respect.

Respectfully, NewToN D. BARER,
Secretary of War,
" NATIONAL DEFENSE.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 1276G6) to increase the efficiency of
the Military Establishment of the United States.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Mr. President, I desire to offer an
amendment.at the close of section 29, to be known as section 29a.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be read.

The Secrerary. It is proposed to insert the following as a
new section:

Sec, 20a, In addition to military training soldiers while in the
active service shall hereafter be given the opportunlt{ to study and
receive instruction upon- educational lines preparato or their return

to civil life, and. wggn practicable, an average of rg! hours monthly
shall be devoted to such work. Civilian teachers may be employed -to

ald the Army officers in giving such instroetion, and part of this
rrepm-ntlun or civil life shall consist of vocational education either
n agriculture or the mechanic arts. The Becretary of War, with the

approval of the dent, shall prescribe rules and regulations for
conducting the Instroction hereln provided for,
Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Mr. President
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum.,
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The roll will be called.
The Secretary called the roll and the following Senators
answered ‘to their names: ¢

Ashurst Dillingham Martine, N, J. Smith, Ga.
Bankhead du Pont Myers Smoot
Beckbam IGallinger Norris Bterlin
Brady Hardin, O'Gorman Butherland
Brandegee Hardwick Oliver n
Broussard tcheock Overman Taggart
Burleigh Husting Thomas
Catron Johnson, Me. Page Thompson
Chamberlain Johnson, 8. Dak. Pittman Tillman
Chilton Jones Ransdell Townsend
Clnpg Kenyon Underwood
Clark, Wyo Kern Robinson Vardaman
Colt Lane Shafroth Walsh
Culberson Lodge Sheppard Warren
Cummins MceCumber Bherman Weeks
Curtis Martin, Va. Simmons

Mr. CHILTON. I wish to announce the absence of my col-
league [Mr. Gorr] on account of illness.

Mr. KERN., I desire to announce the mnavoidnble anbsence
of the senior Senator from Florida [Mr. Frercaer] on official
business. He is paired with the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
‘Brapy].
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